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CHAPTER 1. 
INTRODUCTION 
Many changes have taken place during the past century, but some of 
the most elaborate changes have taken place within our industrial and 
educational systems. Inevitably, however, industry and business have 
been the first to recognize, emphasize, and implement these changes, 
while education has lagged behind. An excellent example of this lies 
in the area of management. 
Industry has long recognized the importance of management. This 
emphasize has grown due to the vast changes within today's modern indus­
trial system as opposed to the original factory system found in the era 
of the industrial revolution. As Beach (1975, p. 8) described: 
Elaborate control mechanisms have been created to regulate 
the workings of the modern cooperation. Whole departments 
and an array of jobs have been set up to do such things as 
production control, scheduling, coordination, expediting, 
systems and procedures, and inventory control. Meetings 
and briefing sessions are held to keep all responsible 
personnel abreast of pertinent developments. Vast account­
ing and financial control procedures are employed to keep 
track of cash flow, customer billings, accounts payable, 
cost data, and comparable accounts. The electronic compu­
ter has become an integral part of the information and 
control system. 
These vast changes in our industrialized society have called for 
a high degree of specialization. No longer do we have just engineers, 
but electronic engineers, environmental engineers, and agricultural 
engineers. No longer are there simply secretaries, but clerk typists, 
receptionists, clerical assistants, bookkeepers, and stenographers. 
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Departments are now advertising, purchasing, public relations, and 
employee relations; and routine factory workers are now windshield 
installers and bolt tighteners. Furthermore, the number of jobs directly 
involved in the production of goods and services have been reduced to a 
minimum through mechanization, while management positions involved in 
planning, regulating and controlling production systems have been 
increased. 
Because of the increase in large companies, businesses and corpora­
tions, and due to the increase of supervisory positions, business and 
industry have heavily emphasized the need for proficiency in management 
skills. Improved abilities in this area have been deemed necessary to 
allow for maximum efficiency in the production of goods and services and 
thus, increased profits. Such systems and techniques as management by 
objectives (MBO), organization development (OD), participative management 
and industrial management consultants have been developed and implemented 
in an effort to constantly improve employee and employer relations. 
As a result of the specialization and advanced technology, great 
demands have been placed on education to specialize, attempting to keep 
up with business and industry. For example, programs such as business 
management, business administration, public administration, industrial 
administration and educational administration have evolved to prepare 
persons for the increasing numbers of managerial positions. Enrollments 
in higher education have increased tremendously, with students trying to 
acquire the knowledge necessary for this era of specialization. The 
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1959-60 academic year saw 3.2 million students enrolled, taught by over 
380,000 faculty. By the 1969-70 school year, enrollment figures had 
jumped to more than 7.1 million and 825,000 faculty (Grant and Eiden, 
1980, p. 102). In the fall of 1976, over 3000 colleges and universities 
in the United States with approximately one million faculty had some 
11.7 million full-time and part-time students enrolled (Bittel, 1978, 
p. 129 and Grant and Eiden, 1980, p. 102). 
Budgetary figures also show how large higher education has grown. 
For the 1973-74 school year, higher education had expenditures amounting 
to 31 billion dollars. This figure is approximately equal to the annual 
sales of General Motors Corporation or Royal Dutch Shell. Furthermore, 
Exxon Corporation was the only corporation in the entire world that 
year to have had revenues exceeding the expenditures of higher education 
(Bittel, 1978, p. 130). By the 1977-78 school year this figure had 
grown to more than 47 billion dollars (Grant and Eiden, 1980, p. 102). 
Although higher education has grown to be a "big business", the 
adoption of improved management techniques has been slow. Bolton and 
Genck (1971, p. 279) emphasized the seriousness of this delay when they 
stated, "Limited attention to management in universities underlies many 
of the serious difficulties confronting higher education today. Consid­
erable strengthening of management is needed if universities are to 
develop the capacity to change and to be relevant, purposeful, and 
meaningful for the academic community and for society as a whole." 
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Universities and colleges have therefore begun to address the 
issue of management. Efforts have been made to compare higher education 
management with business management (Millett, 1975). Management models 
and styles have been proposed, or adopted from industry, to partially 
or totally revamp the administrative structure (St. John, 1980; Yamada, 
1979). Major emphasis has been placed on the improvement of management 
skills for the higher level administrative employees, such as presi­
dents, provosts, vice-presidents and academic deans. For example, 
several universities, such as the University of Michigan, Stanford 
University, and Columbia have begun to offer programs for practicing 
prospective administrators at this level (Davis, 1972, p. 2). 
Very little discussion, emphasis or foresight on management, how­
ever, has filtered down to the "lower levels" of higher education, that 
of the academic departments. Yet, due to the vast increases in enroll­
ment, size and complexity of universities and colleges, much of the 
decision-making authority has been given to the department leader. 
According to Woodburne (1958, p. 77), an estimated 80 percent of all 
administrative decisions along with the formulation of institutional 
policy have been decentralized to the departmental level. Furthermore, 
the academic department is the key to the successful achievement of the 
institutions primary mission - that of preparing young persons for the 
highly specialized and technical industrial society. 
Management, must be emphasized at the academic departmental level. 
Since the department chairperson is the one responsible for this sector 
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of higher education, he/she must take the initiative to improve his/her 
management skills, and industry and business may serve as the example. 
Due to the lack of research, little has been done to show the 
importance and implementation of selected management functions and 
activities. Academic departments have been totally negligent in this 
area, and agricultural teacher education departments are no exception. 
Statement of the Problem 
There have been very few studies made concerning the management 
activities of teacher education programs and more particularly those 
of agricultural, teacher education programs. How do the leaders and 
staff of these programs perceive the importance of selected management 
activities in conducting their agricultural teacher education program? 
Furthermore, to what extent do they, as program leaders and staff, feel 
these management activities are being implemented within their agricul­
tural teacher education programs? Stated another way, the problem was 
to determine the level of importance and the level of implementation of 
selected management activities in agricultural teacher education pro­
grams throughout the United States as perceived by program leaders and 
program staff. 
Objectives of the Study 
The primary objective of the study was to determine the level of 
importance and the level of implementation of management functions and 
activities in agricultural teacher education programs as perceived by 
6 
program leaders and program staff. Specific objectives were to; 
1. Identify selected characteristics of agricultural teacher 
education program leaders, program staff, institutions, and 
agricultural teacher education programs. 
2. Compare program leaders' perceptions of the level of impor­
tance and the level of implementation of management functions 
and activities in agricultural teacher education programs 
with the staffs' perceptions of the level of importance and 
the level of implementation of management functions and 
activities in agricultural teacher education programs. 
3. Compare the level of importance and the level of implementa­
tion of management functions in agricultural teacher education 
programs as perceived by program leaders and program staff by; 
a. University, college and program organization and adminis­
tration as determined by: 
1. agricultural education program organization. 
2. college or school through which the agricultural educa­
tion program is primarily administered. 
3. institution classification. 
b. Size of agricultural education program as determined by; 
1. number of students enrolled at the university. 
2. number of undergraduate agricultural education primary 
major students. 
3. number of on-campus Master's degree students. 
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4. number of doctoral candidates. 
5. number of agricultural education staff persons. 
c. Program leader and staff characteristics as determined by: 
1. title of program leader. 
2. title of program staff. 
3. number of years program leader has been employed in 
current position. 
4. number of years program leaders and staff taught high 
school vocational agriculture. 
4. Determine and compare the rank order of the importance of 
agricultural teacher education program management functions 
and selected management activities as perceived by program 
leaders and program staff. 
Research Questions 
The research questions to be answered were as follows: 
1. What is the level of importance and the level of implementa­
tion of selected management activities in agricultural 
teacher education programs as perceived by program leaders and 
program staff? 
2. Is there a difference between the perceptions of program 
leaders and program staff on the level of importance and the 
level of implementation of the management functions and 
selected management activities in agricultural teacher educa­
tion programs? 
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3. Is there a difference between the perceptions of program 
leaders and program staff on the level of importance and the 
level of implementation of selected management activities in 
agricultural teacher education programs as compared with the: 
a. University, college and program organization and adminis­
tration as determined by: 
1. agricultural education program organization? 
2. college or school through which the agricultural 
education program is primarily administered? 
3. institution classification? 
b. Size of agricultural education program as determined by: 
1. number of students enrolled at the university? 
2. number of undergraduate agricultural education primary 
major students? 
3. number of on-campus Master's degree students? 
4. number of doctoral candidates? 
5. number of agricultural education staff persons? 
Co Program leader and staff characteristics as determined by: 
1, title of program leader? 
2. title of program staff? 
3o number of years program leader has been employed in 
current position? 
4. number of years program leaders and staff taught high 
school vocational agriculture? 
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4. What is the rank order of the importance of agricultural 
teacher education program management functions and selected 
management activities as perceived by program leaders and 
program staff? 
5. Is there a difference between the rank order of the impor­
tance of agricultural teacher education program management 
functions and selected management activities as perceived by 
program leaders and program staff? 
Significance of the Study 
Many studies have been conducted concerning the functions, duties 
and responsibilities of administrators in the fields of business, indus­
try and the professions. A few research investigations have centered 
around the management roles and responsibilities of academic department 
chairpersons. A very limited amount of research has been conducted in 
higher education, particularly agricultural education, concerning the 
perceived importance and Implementation of management functions and 
activities found basic to the managerial process of industry. 
This research will focus on the applicability of business manage­
rial knowledge in the university setting. This study recognizes the 
leadership role of department chairpersons for whom successful manage­
ment techniques are so essential in today's specialized world. 
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Definition of Terms 
The following definitions are offered to clarify terms used in 
this study: 
Agricultural Teacher Education Program, a four-year university 
program which prepares persons to teach vocational agriculture/agri­
business at the secondary level. 
Program Leader, a person who has the responsibility of implementing 
and maintaining the agricultural teacher education program. A person 
in this role is usually entitled department head, department chairperson, 
division chairperson, program leader, section leader, or some similar 
title. 
Program Staff, a person of assistant, associate, or full professor­
ship rank who is directly involved, at least part-time, with the agri­
cultural teacher education program. 
Management Activity, a function within an agricultural teacher 
education program that deals with planning, organizing, staffing, 
directing, and controlling the program; an activity directed by the 
program leader, which contributes to achieving the objectives of the 
agricultural teacher education program. 
Level of Importance, the significance of a management item in imple­
menting an agricultural teacher education program. 
Level of Implementation, the degree a management item is utilized 
within an agricultural teacher education program. 
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Institution, a four year college or university in the United States 
which offers programs for preparing teachers of agriculture/agribusiness 
education at the secondary level. 
Land Grant Institution, a state university to which the grants 
and the responsibilities established by the Morrill Act were assigned. 
Normal School, a school established in the last of the 19th century 
and designed to prepare teachers. These Institutions expanded and 
lengthened their curriculums to combine liberal arts and graduate study 
with their original task of preparing teachers. 
State University, a state-supported institution which first 
received the name of university. Often they were the first college 
established within a state, especially in states formed after the 
original thirteen states. 
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CHAPTER II. 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The primary objective of this chapter is to present a review of 
selected literature relating to the study. An extensive review of 
literature identified only a few studies concerning the management of 
university academic departments by department chairpersons. This review 
of literature found no research specifically relating to the importance 
and implementation of management functions in academic departments, 
including agricultural teacher education departments. Much information 
concerning management and management functions relating to business and 
industry was found. Also, much information dealing with the organiza­
tion of academic departments, and roles and responsibilities of depart­
ment leaders was located. 
For the purpose of organization, the review of literature has been 
divided into the following sections: 
1. Management: Definition, History and Functions 
2. Management of University Academic Departments 
3. Summary 
Management: Definition, History and Functions 
Management is one of the most important concepts recognized by 
people today. The concept has taken on greater meaning and emphasis as 
society has become more specialized and the need to rely on organized 
group efforts has become essential. Although management is a 
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process found in almost every aspect of our lives, including church, 
school, bank, government, and even our home, the basic definition, 
concepts, theory, and characteristics have evolved most heavily from 
the industrial and business world, where profit is the key. 
Management defined 
The literature reveals that there is much congruence in the defini­
tion of the term "management." It is defined in broad terms as the 
organizing of people and processes to get things done (Park, 1980, 
p. 73), Harold S. Hook (1975), founder of the Main Event Management 
defined the term in the following way: "Management is the accomplish­
ment of predetermined objectives through others," More specifically, 
George R, Terry (1968, p» 4), in his book. Principles of Management, 
defined management as: "a distinct process consisting of planning, 
organizing, activating, and controlling, performed to determine and 
accomplish the objectives by the use of people and resources," Beach's, 
(1975, p, 5), definition is similar as he defined management as: "the 
process of utilizing material and human resources to accomplish desig­
nated objectives. It involves the organization, direction, 
coordination and evaluation of people to achieve these goals," 
Terry (1968, pp. 5-6), took the definition a little further when 
he described eight characteristics paramount to management. These 
Included: 
1. Management is purposeful. 
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2. Management is an outstanding means for exerting real impact 
upon human life. 
3. Management is usually associated with efforts of a group, 
4o Management is accomplished by, with and through the efforts 
of others. 
5o Management is an activity, not a person or group of persons. 
6c Management effectiveness requires the use of certain knowledge, 
skill and practiceo 
7. Management is intangible. 
8. Those practicing management are not necessarily the same as 
owners. 
Thus, management is a process used to achieve purposeful objectives 
through the effective use of resources, both material and human. 
Management ; An art or science? 
There is less agreement or perhaps more confusion about the nature 
of managerial knowledge. Questions concerning the many approaches to 
management theory, what managers believe, and how this belief can be 
useful to them, are often raised. One such question deals with what is 
management-an art, science, or even human relations? 
Can management be considered a science? Terry (1968, p. 12) 
defined science as, "a body of systematized knowledge accumulated and 
accepted with reference to the understanding of general truths concerning 
a particular phenomenon, subject, or object of study." Therefore, since 
managment has an underlying body of organized knowledge, it is as 
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Bittel, (1978, p. 651) stated, "this knowledge, whether crude or advanced, 
whether exact or inexact, which to the extent it is well organized, clear, 
and pertinent, constitutes a science." But, on the other hand, Allen 
(1964, p. 87) emphasized that management is not a true science, it is 
not an "exact" physical science; it is as Koontz and O'Donnell (1976, p. 
11) stated, and "inexact" science, more closely associated with the 
social sciences. It is this aspect of management according to Terry 
(1968, p. 12) which deals with human entities, that causes management to 
only approach, but probably never to truly qualify as a pure science. 
Park (1980, p. 73) also referred to this human entity factor when he 
discussed treating management primarily as human relations. This 
approach introduced applied psychology to management through the training 
laboratories of the organization development movement. Such developments 
as sensitivity training, emphasis on values, and Likert's organizational 
conflict studies were included in this approach (Park, 1980, p. 73). 
Later this theory lost its concept of being a separate identity when it 
became clearer that human relations, although a neglected aspect, was 
only a part of the larger question of management. 
Another theory raises the question, is management an art? Terry (1968, 
p. 13) defined the meaning of art as, "the bringing about of a desired 
result through the application of skill." Allen (1964, p. 86) 
defined an art, as, "a skill exercised in terms of the individual 
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personality of the practitioner." Thus, the art aspect teaches us the 
"how to" or the "to do." It is the ability to Inspire, to induce* to 
reward, to teach others to work together, contributing their best to 
achieve a common goal. Park (1980, p. 74) discussed the art of manage­
ment as, "posing the manager as an artist with an acquired skill who 
uses some basic principles of design and execution to create and 
orchestrate harmony across a wide spectrum of institutional problems." 
Although somewhat elaborate, the idea is very similar. 
It can be said then, that management contains properties of both 
science and art. The process of management is based on a body of organ­
ized knowledge. To apply this knowledge, to make the most effective 
and efficient use of the unhuman and human entities is an art. There­
fore, science and art, rather than being opposing fields, are complimen­
tary to the process of management. 
History of management 
Management has been of Interest to civilization since ancient days. 
Early writings of the Egyptians extending back to around 1300 B.C. showed 
the recognition of the Importance of organization and administration 
in political affairs. Similar records from China also point to the 
existence of management practices. Evidence of the Greeks' and Romans' 
managerial knowledge can be found in their court system, government 
operations, army organization and their delegation of authority (Terry, 
1968, p. 8). Furthermore, Socrates'definition of management as a unique 
skill applicable in all phases of life, proved to be very similar to 
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today's understanding of the concept (Koontz and O'Donnell, 1976, p, 29). 
These early thoughts were shown in Socrates' discourse to Nicomachides, 
when he made the following remarks concerning management: 
I say that over what ever a man may preside, he will, 
if he knows what he needs, and is able to provide it, 
be a good president, whether he have the direction of 
a chorus, a family, a city, or an army.... Is it not 
also the duty...to appoint fitting persons to fulfill 
the various duties...? Do not, therefore, Nicomachides, 
despise men skillful in managing a household; for the 
conduct of private affairs differs from that of public 
concerns only in magnitude; in other respects they are 
similar, but what is most to be observed is that neither 
of them are managed without men; and that private 
matters are not managed by one species of men, and 
public matters by another; for those who conduct public 
business make use of men not at all differing in nature 
from those whom the managers of private affairs employ; 
and those who know how to employ them, conduct either 
private or public affairs judiciously, while those who 
do not know, will err in the management of both (Koontz 
and O'Donnell, 1976, p. 29). 
Other organizations through the history of western civilization 
have effectively developed and efficiently used skillful management 
techniques. The Roman Catholic Church, for instance, with its hierarchy 
of authority, specialization of activities and the effective use of staff 
has successfully demonstrated management techniques for many centuries. 
Many of the more important management principles and practices of 
today's industrial and business complexes can also be traced to military 
organizations. The implementation of the staff principle and leadership 
techniques serve as excellent examples (Koontz and O'Donnell, 1976, p. 30). 
Although the foundation for the study of management was laid by the 
Greeks and Romans, additional developments were sparsely scattered until 
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the Industrial Revolution. Many advancements In management were a 
result of the Industrial Revolution, when machines replaced people and 
employee-employer relationships became a new concern. Several scattered 
enthusiasts during this period, included James Watt Jr. and Mathew 
Robinson Boulton, the so-called sons of the pioneers who invented and 
developed the steam engine. As Koontz and O'Donnell (1976, p. 32) 
described. Watt and Boulton developed such managerial techniques as 
production planning, production-process standards, market research and 
forecasting, planned machine layout in terms of work flow requirements, 
and many other techniques in the accounting and costing, and personnel 
areas. 
Robert Owen, often referred to as the father of modern personnel 
management, was another leader in the management area during the period 
of 1800 to 1828. Owen was responsible for improved working conditions, 
minimum working age for children, and reduced working hours for 
employees, just to name a few of his developments. His good endeavors, 
however, were not without selfishness. He believed good personnel 
management meant better dividends to the employer (Koontz and O'Donnell, 
1976, p. 32). 
Charles Babbage, a professor of mathematics at Cambridge University, 
made his contribution to management during the 1820s and 1830s. He is 
not only remembered for his development of a mechanical calculator, 
which laid the ground work for the accounting machine, but also for his 
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famous book. On the Economy of Machinery and Manufacturers, published 
in 1832 (Koontz and O'Donnell, 1976, p. 35). His book conveyed his 
interest in what Knootz and O'Donnell (1976, p. 35) described as, "the 
economics of division of labor and the development of scientific princi­
ples to govern a managers use of facilities, materials, and labor to 
get the best possible results." 
Later, during this same century, in 1886, Henry R. Towne's delivery 
on "The Engineer as Economist" to the American Society of Mechanical 
Engineers (ASME) proved to be the beginning of the search for management 
as an independent field of study. Towne encouraged the ASME to serve as 
a nucleus for the development of greater understanding of industrial 
management (Blttel, 1978, p. 645). 
Frederick W. Taylor, however, is noted as the father and true 
inspirator behind scientific management. He challenged the role of 
management through this book. The Principles of Scientific Management. 
Blttel (1978, p. 646) summarizes what Taylor's new role for managers 
included; 
(1) the development of a true science of managing, complete 
with clearly stated laws, rules, and principles to replace 
old rule-of-thumb methods; (2) the scientific selection, 
training, and development of workers; whereas in the past 
workers were randomly chosen and often untrained; (3) 
enthusiastic cooperation with workers to ensure that all 
work performed is done in accordance with scientific 
principles; and (4) the equal division of tasks and respon­
sibilities between the worker and management. 
Paralleling the work of Taylor, numerous other pioneers during the 
early 1900s, contributed to the development of management thought. 
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Henry L. Gantt through his books, recognized the humanistic factors in 
industry by his task and bonus pay plan. He further explained that 
workers should find both pleasure and income from their jobs (Bittel, 
1978, p. 646). Gantt's contributions also included the importance of 
time and cost in planning and controlling work (Koontz and O'Donnell, 
1976, p. 37). 
Frank and Lillian Gilbreth also supported Taylor's developments. 
Frank's interests lay in improving efficiency, especially in the new 
field of motion-study, Lillian, having a doctor's degree in industrial 
psychology, contributed to the study of the human factor in industry 
(Bittel, 1978, p. 646). 
During the early 1900s the application of principles moved with 
much more thrust. Scientific management was recognized at the univer­
sity level, with courses in management taught at such universities as 
Cornell, Pennsylvania State, Columbia and Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, Other developments included; the first formal conference 
on management in 1911; the first professional management association 
in 1914; the first publications of management and industrial psychology 
textbooks, beginning in 1910; the first doctoral dissertation in 
management in 1915; and the first journals and magazines devoted to 
management and industrial psychology (Bittel, 1978, p» 647). 
However, one of the most significant contributions during this 
period came from a Frenchman, Henri Fayol. He is considered the real 
father of modern management theory and the first to classify the study 
of management into the functional areas - such as planning, organizing. 
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commanding, coordinating, and controlling. Although his principles of 
general management were written in 1916 in French, it was 1930 before 
they were first translated into English. However, it took until the 
second translation in 1949, more than ten years after Fayol's death, 
before they were widely distributed, and before the significance of his 
contributions were recognized (Bittel, 1978, p. 647). 
Fayol found that industrial activities could be divided into six 
groups. As described by Koontz and O'Donnell (1976, p. 39) these 
included: 
1. Technical (production) 
2. Commercial (buying, selling, and exchange) 
3. Financial (search for, and optimum use of, capital) 
4. Security (protection of property and persons) 
5 c, Accounting (including statistics) 
6. Managerial (planning, organization, command, coordination, and 
control) 
Fayol felt all six of these activities existed in every size of 
business, but he observed that only the first five were well known. 
Consequently he devoted much of his efforts to the study and writing of 
the sixth activity, that of management. He constantly emphasized the 
point that the managerial functions of planning, organizing, commanding, 
coordinating and controlling were universal principles, applicable not 
only to business, but to military, political, regligious and other 
organizations in society. 
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Developments In the last half of the 1920s centered around the 
historical Hawthorne studies. These studies showed that an Increase in 
output was attributed not to better environmental conditions, but to 
Improved morale, a difference in supervisory style, less worker control, 
and improved interpersonal relations. Thus, stress was placed on the 
human factor of management. 
The management principles and techniques developed by Fayol and 
others were defined and supported through research conducted during the 
following years. It is during these years, the last 20 or 30, 
historians note as the beginning of an official attempt to systemat­
ically study the development of basic management principles. 
The 1950s saw a vast increase in the number of books and period­
icals dedicated to the field of management. Included in these were 
Ralph C. Davis' The Fundamentals of Top Management. 1951, and Peter F. 
Drucker's The Practice of Management, 1954. Both discussed general 
principles of common business objectives and practices, as they related 
to problems confronting managers. The concept of "management by 
objectives" was first introduced in Drucker's book at this time, also 
(Bittel, 1978, p. 649). 
According to Bittel (1978, p. 649), three areas of management were 
developed during this period. One centered around the humanistic or 
behavorial science approach based on the Hawthorne studies. Books such 
as Money and Motivation, 1956, by William F. Mbyte; Personality and 
Organization. 1957, by Chris Argyris; and Managerial Psychology, 1958j 
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by Harold J. Levitt, serve as examples of this management thought. 
The second area emphasized the movement of a general theory of 
management to the development of more specific management principles. 
Administrative Action, 1951, by William H. Newman; Principles of Manage­
ment, 1953, by George R. Terry; and Principles of Management; An Ana­
lysis of Managerial Functions, 1955, by Harold Koontz and Cyril 
O'Donnell, were texts which exemplified this movement (Bittel, 1978, 
p. 649). 
The third area of growth emphasized the development of operations 
research and management science. Several publications illustrating this 
direction included, Phillip M. Morse and George E. Kimball's, Methods 
of Operations Research, 1951; and Joseph F. McCloskey and Florence N. 
Trefether's Operations Research for Management, 1954. The journal of 
the Institute for Management Sciences, (entitled Management Science), 
also began its publication in 1954 (Bittel, 1978, p. 649). 
The 1960s concentrated on research areas such as leadership, moti­
vation, and group behavior. Concepts such as "theory x and theory y" 
developed by Douglas McGregor, 1960; the motivation hygiene theory orig­
inated by Frederick Herzberg, 1960; the distinction of production and 
employee centeredness by Rensis Likert, 1961; and the leadership contin­
gency model developed by Fred Fiedler, 1967; are several examples which 
emerged (Bittel, 1978, p. 649). 
As can be seen from recent developments, management has emerged as 
a truly separate and distinct field of study. It is, however, just at 
its threshold. 
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Functions of management 
As with most fields of study, management organized its key concepts 
and principles into a classification system. As was mentioned earlier 
Henri Fayol was the individual noted for the first attempt when he 
classified managerial activities into the five functions of planning, 
organization, command, coordination, and control. This system of 
classification and the need for such organization grew in importance. 
As Bittel (1978, po 661) described: 
Arrangement of knowledge with respect to managing is an 
indispensible first stepa It makes possible the separa­
tion of managerial science from specialized techniques 
in operating areas like marketing, accounting, manufac­
turing, and engineering. It directs attention to those 
basic aspects of management which appear to have a high 
degree of universality» By utilizing the functions of 
managers as this first step, a logical start can be made 
in setting up pigeon holes for classifying managerial 
knowledgeo This approach recognizes, of course, that in 
management, as in all areas of knowledge, the classifi­
cation is not airtight and that there are many inter­
locking and overlapping elements. 
Many leaders in the management field have utilized and discussed 
these management functionso Although differing in terminology, the 
fundamental principles behind each function are very similar. For 
instance, George Ro Terry in his text. Principles of Management (1968) 
described the functions as planning, organizing, actuating and control­
ling, William H, Newman, Charles E, Summer and E. Kirby Warren, in their 
book entitled. The Process of Management (1967) divided the tasks of 
management into organizing, planning, leading, and controlling. Louis 
A. Allen's text. The Management Profession (1964) was similar with the 
25 
divisions of planning, organizing, leading and controlling. William H. 
Newman in an earlier book. Administrative Action; The Techniques of 
Organizational Management (1951) included planning, organizing, assem­
bling resources, directing, and controlling. Harold Koontz and Cyril 
O'Donnell in their text. Management; A Systems and Continguency Analy­
sis of Managerial Functions (1976) labeled the management functions as 
planning, organizing, staffing, directing and leading, and controlling. 
The Encyclopedia of Professional Management (Bittel, 1978), also used 
this same classification. And finally, R. Alec Mackenzie's (1969) in 
an article in the Harvard Business Review, entitled "The Management 
Process in 3-D" used many of the above sources to develop a diagram 
showing the management functions. His labels for the functions included 
planning, organizing, staffing, directing, and controlling. So as can 
be seen, most managerial activities are divided into very similar 
categories with similar titles. But, in order to have a better under­
standing of what each of these functions involve, let us take a closer 
look at several of these sources, and the authors interpretations of the 
more specific activities involved within the management process. A 
brief description or outline will be presented from each source. These 
will be followed by a discussion comparing their similarities and 
differences. 
Let us look first a Louis A. Allen's text. The Management Profes-
sion (1964). Figure 1 summarizes Allen's classification and description 
of the management functions. A definition of each function, the 
26 
activities he believed were included in each function along with a 
description of each activity are presented. Allen went into much 
greater detail in his book, describing each of the management activities. 
The information presented, however, is sufficient for our later discus­
sion . 
William H, Newman, Charles Eo Summer, and E, Kirby Warren in their 
book, The Process of Management (1967) entitled the management functions 
the same as Alleno They, however, slightly changed the order, to 
organizing, planning, leading and measuring, and controlling. Further­
more, their presentation of the activities involved in each of the four 
processes are not as easily summarized. Basically, the following 
describes the topics presented for each task of management. 
Newman, Summer and Warren described organizing as the assignment of 
various tasks to different people and the coordination of their efforts» 
They went into further detail including the following activities in the 
organization process: dividing operating work into manageable units: 
decentralizing and delegating work; developing an organization structure; 
determining the responsibilities, authority and influence of staff; 
matching jobs with individual interests; and building effective communica­
tion channels. 
The planning function included such activities as clarifying objec­
tives; setting goals; establishing policies and standard methods to 
guide those who do the work; and developing programs, strategies, and 
schedules to keep the work moving toward the objectives. Newman and 
others also examined the basic stages involved in planning and they also 
Function Definition of Function Activities of Description of Activities 
Each Function 
Planning The work a manager per­ Forecasting Estimate the future 
forms to predetermine a 
course of action Establishing Determine the end results to be accomplished 
Objectives 
Programming Establishing the sequence and priority of 
action steps followed in reaching objectives 
. Scheduling Establishing a time sequence for program steps 
Budgeting Allocating resources necessary to accomplish 
objectives 
Establishing Developing and applying standardized methods 
Procedures of performing specified work 
Developing Developing and interpreting standing decisions 
Policies applying to repetitive questions and problems 
of significance 
Organizing The work a manager Developing Identifying and grouping the work to be 
performs to arrange Organization performed 
and relate the work to Structure 
be done so that it may 
be performed most Delegating Entrusting responsibility and authority to 
effectively by others and creating accountability for results 
people 
Establishing Creating the conditions necessary for mutually 
Relationships cooperative efforts of people 
Responsibility Assigning work to a position 
Authority Assigning the sum of powers and rights to 
a position 
Accountability Obligating responsibility and authority in 
accomplishing established performance 
standards 
Leading The work a manager Management Arriving at conclusions and judgements 
performs to cause Decision Making 
people to take 
effective action Management Creating understanding 
Communicating 
Motivating Inspiring, encouraging, and impelling 
people to take required action 
Selecting People Choosing people for positions in the 
organization 
Developing People Helping people improve their knowledge. 
attitudes, and skills 
Controlling The work a manager Establishing Established the criteria by which methods 
performs to assess Performance and results will be evaluated 
and regulate work Standards 
in progress and 
completed Performance Recording and reporting work in progress 
Measuring and completed 
Performance Appraising work in progress and results 
Evaluating secured 
Performance Regulating and improving methods and 
Correcting results 
Figure lo Louis A, Allen's Management Functions (Allen, 1964) 
29 
took a very detailed look at the process of decision making in planning. 
Leadership was defined by Newman, Simmer and Warren (1967, po 111) 
as, "the way a manager behaves in his man-to-man relationships with his 
subordinateso" They also discussed the necessity to maintain a good 
balance between individual motivation and cooperative efficiency, . espe­
cially by establishing a good two-way communication system. 
The fourth function was measuring and controlling. Controlling was 
defined as "a process of measuring progress, comparing it with plans, 
and taking corrective action" (Newman, Summer and Warren, 1967, p. 12). 
The difficulty of measuring intangible items such as morale; devising 
means to create a favorable climate; and integrating tools for budgetary 
controls were activities also mentioned. 
Another leader in the management field, George R. Terry, in his 
book. Principles of Management (1968), described the management functions 
in still another way. His definitions are presented as follows: 
lo Planning, to determine the objectives and course of action to 
be followed. 
2o Organizing, to distribute the work among the group and to 
establish and recognize needed authority. 
3. Actuating, the members of the group to carry out their pre­
scribed tasks enthusiastically. 
4. Controlling, the activities to conform with the plans (Terry, 
1968, p. 131). 
These concepts are described more clearly in a figure developed by 
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Terry (1968, p» 132) where he raised a series of questions and presented 
the results expected from these questions for each of the four fundamental 
functions. This figure is presented below. 
Question 
Fundamental 
Function of 
Management 
Used 
Result 
What is the need? What 
courses of action 
should be adopted and 
how and when should 
they be followed? 
Planning Objectives, policies, procedures, 
and methods 
Where should actions 
take place and who 
should do what work? 
Organizing Work division, work assignment, 
and authority utilization 
Why and how should 
group members 
perform their res­
pective tasks? 
Actuating Leadership, communication, develop­
ment, and incentives 
Are the actions Controlling Reports, comparisons, costs, and 
being performed - budgets 
when, where, and 
how - in accordance 
with plans? 
Figure 2. George R, Terry's Concept of the Functions of Management 
(Terry, 1968) 
Terry (1968, p. 135) listed what he believed to be the most impor­
tant activities of each of the four fundamental functions of management. 
These are presented in Figure 3. 
THE WORK OF THE MANAGER 
Planning Organizing Actuating Controlling 
1, Clarify, amplify, 
and determine 
objectives 
2. Forecast 
3. Establish the con- 3. 
ditipns and assump­
tions under which 
the work will be 
done 
4. Select and state 4. 
tasks to accomplish 
objectives 
5. Establish an over- 5. 
all plan of 
accomplishment 
6. Establish policiesj 6. 
procedures, stan­
dards, and methods 
of accomplishment 
7. Anticipate possible 7. 
future problems 
8. Modify plans in 8. 
light of control 
results 
Break down work into 
operative duties 
Group operative 
duties into opera­
tive positions 
Assemble operative 
positions into manage­
able and related units 
Define position 
requirements 
Select and place in­
dividual on proper 
job 
Utilize and see that 
proper authority is 
used for each manage­
ment member 
Provide personnel 
facilities and other 
resources 
1, Communicate and ex­
plain objectives to 
subordinates 
2, Lead and challenge 
others to do their 
best 
3, Guide subordinates 
to meet performance 
standards 
4. Develop subordinates 
to realize full 
potential 
5. Give men the right 
to be heard 
6. Praise and reprimand 
fairly 
1. Compare results with 
plans in general 
2. Appraise results 
against performance 
standards 
3. Devise effective 
media for measuring 
operations 
4. Make known the 
measuring media 
5. Transfer detailed 
data into form show­
ing comparisons and 
variances 
6. Suggest corrective 
actions, if needed 
7. Reward by recogni- 7. Inform responsible 
tion and pay for work members of inter-
well done prêtâtions 
Adjust the organization 8. Revise actuation 
in light of control efforts in light of 
results control results 
8. Adjust controlling 
in light of control 
results 
Figure 3, Important activities of each fundamental, function of management (Terry, 1968) 
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R, Alec Mackenzie contributed an article to the Harvard Business 
Review (November-December Issue, 1969), entitled, "The Management Frdcess 
In 3-D". The management functions he selected for his diagram 
which served as the basis of this publication were selected after a very 
meticulous review of works of many leaders and teachers In the management 
field» Several of the references used by Mackenzie are those described 
on the preceding pages. His diagram also served as the basis for the 
Instrument developed for this study. The following paragraphs take a 
closer look at the management functions and activities described In 
Mackenzie's 3-D Model. 
Mackenzie revealed the function of planning, as Involving the formu­
lation of ideas into a plan by gathering facts, determining causes, and 
developing possible solutions. This plan is used to develop a course 
of action consisting of such activities as: determining where the 
current course or set of objectives will lead you; deciding where you 
really want to be by establishing a set of objectives; deciding how and 
where these goals and objectives can be achieved by developing a plan of 
action; establishing In which order and how long each phase of the pro­
gram objectives should take; determining and locating the necessary 
funds by establishing a budget; developing procedures so that a stan­
dardized method can be followed; and finally developing a set of regula­
tions or policies so that recurring situations may be handled objectively 
and uniformly. 
Mackenzie saw the function of organizing as the process of 
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managing details of executive affairs such as making decisions and 
arriving at conclusions and judgements. It involves the arranging and 
relating of work for the effective accomplishment of the objectives 
established during the planning phase. More specific activities include: 
establishing an organization structure; delineating relationships to fa­
cilitate coordination; creating position descriptions which define the 
scope, relationships, responsibilities and authority of the job; and 
establishing position qualifications. 
The remaining three functions of staffing, directing and controlling 
involve the leading of people to accomplish desired goals, which can 
only be achieved through effective communication. Staffing, more 
specifically involves selecting, orienting, training and developing 
competent persons for available positions. Directing includes the 
action taken to move these persons toward achieving the desired objec­
tives, Activities such as delegating, or assigning responsibility and 
authority, motivating, coordinating, managing differences among staff, 
and stimulating creativity and innovation are included. Controlling, 
Mackenzie describes, as a means of ensuring progress toward the stated 
objectives according to the established plan of action. Activities 
include: determining the what, when and how of critical data; develop­
ing standards that performances can be measured by; measuring what 
has been accomplished; adjusting plans and changing procedures to 
improve the repeated cycle; and rewarding the efforts and work of those 
involved. 
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As Mackenzie emphasized, these five functions are sequential as 
well as cyclical. Thus, "The Management Process in 3-D" is a model 
which is simple to understand, yet very complete in its coverage of the 
management functions and the activities which are needed to perform 
them. 
As can be seen by reviewing these four sources, the management 
functions are basically the same including very similar activitives. 
Only the names seem to be slightly different. Let us compare the 
sources of Allen (1964), Newman et al. (1967), Terry (1968), and 
Mackenzie (1969) a little closer. 
The function of planning is characterized the same in all sources, 
although Newman, Summer, and Warren place this function second. Its 
purpose is to recognize the current course, and to determine the 
appropriate course of action including, establishing goals, determining 
more specific objectives, developing policies and procedures, and 
allocating the resources to accomplish the objectives. 
The second function, organizing, again is defined similarly in all 
sources. Primarily, this function is arranging and relating the work so 
that it can be performed most effectively by the staff. It includes 
such activities as; establishing an organizational structure; dividing 
the work into manageable units; and determining the responsibility, 
authority, and accountability of staff. 
The third function varies somewhat when comparing these sources. 
Allen (1964) called it leading; Newman, Summer, and Warren (1967) 
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labeled it leading and measuring; Terry (1968) called it activating; 
and Mackenzie divided the activities into two categories, staffing and 
directing. Basically, this function includes: selecting individuals; 
establishing proper communication channels; motivating staff to perform 
their best; and further developing the staff to improve their knowledge, 
attitudes, and skills. Terry (1968), however, placed the selection and 
placement of individuals under the organizing function rather than this 
one. He also included the activities of praise and reprimand and recog­
nition under the activating or third function rather than under the last 
of controlling. Overall, there are some slight differences in this 
functional phase. 
The last function is entitled controlling by all the sources 
discussed. It is the process of measuring the progress toward the pre­
determined objectives. Activities include developing performance stan­
dards, measuring the results obtained, taking action to make any neces­
sary changes, and rewarding staff for their work. 
Overall, the principles and activities behind the management func­
tions are agreed upon in similar terms by the leading authorities, with 
very few changes having been made since their conception by Henry Fayol in 
1916. Therefore, they have served as the ground work for this study. 
Management of .University Academic Departments 
No administrative unit within the college or university 
has been so Important, misunderstood, and maligned as the 
academic department. Prominent observers of the American 
scene have both castigated it for fragmenting higher 
education and extolled it for developing new knowledge. 
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All of them, however, have agreed that departmentalization 
has played a dominant role in the evolution of higher educa­
tion (McHenry and Associates, 1977, p. 1), 
Thus, there is more to understanding the academic departments and their 
management needs than one might realize. In order to do so, we need to 
take a closer look at their development and structure. Therefore, this 
section is divided into two parts: (1) The evolution of the academic 
department, and (2) Roles and responsibilities of academic department 
leaders. 
The evolution of thé academic department 
The academic department began its evolution in the medieval 
university in Europe, where one of the first references to the term 
department was made and parallels of the modern department can be 
discerned. However, even though the label of department was used to 
describe the separate faculties composing the medieval university, namely 
those of law, theology, medicine, and the arts, it did represent a 
differentiation of functions and responsibility, and thus it is 
considered a forerunner of today's department (Dressel and Relchard, 
1970, pp. 387-388). 
Oxford and Cambridge both emphasized the residential college system 
rather than the use of these separate faculties, but the influence of 
specialization can still be detected. For example, in 1316 a college 
was established at Cambridge for the special purpose of providing 
"clerks of the king's service." There was also an attempt to organize 
at both universities a college whose fellows would be students of civil 
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law (McHenry and Associates, 1977, p. 5), 
Although at first the American colonial colleges adopted a pattern 
more similar to the Scottish system, they later generally followed the 
curricular model of the English college. For example. Harvard College 
was not modeled after the university itself, but rather a single 
college of Cambridge University (Dressel and Reichard, 1970, p. 384). 
The unity of purpose further illustrated the difference from the 
multipurpose universities of Europe. The faculty of Harvard, for 
instance, was composed of the president and five resident fellows or 
tutors. A single tutor had the responsibility of taking a class through 
the curriculum of any given year, and possibly through the entire 
academic program. It was much later, 1767 to be exact, before the 
tutors of Harvard began to specialize. At that time, four areas were 
designated with one tutor assigned to each, including: one in Latin, 
one in Greek, one in logic, metaphysics, and ethics, and one in natural 
philosophy, mathematics, geography, and astronomy (Dressel and Reichard, 
1970, p. 390). 
It was not until 1739 before the first reference to a department 
was made, and much later before Harvard established schools of medicine 
(1814), law (1817), and theology (1819). Moreover, it was a student 
rebellion in 1823 which brought about a more thorough examination of 
Harvard and resulted in the formation of six departments in 1825 
(Dressel and Reichard, 1970, pp. 389 -390). 
Other schools followed suit, and in 1825, the first instruction in 
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the University of Virginia was organized into separate and distinct 
schools, each headed by a full professor. These schools consisted of 
ancient languages, modern languages, mathematics, natural philosophy, 
natural history, and moral philosophy, as well as anatomy, medicine, and 
law. In 1826, the University of Vermont was divided into four depart­
ments, with students being allowed to study in a single department. In 
1837, the University of Wisconsin followed with four departments 
including science, literature, and the arts, and in 1856 added a depart­
ment of practical applications of science (Dressel and Reichard, 1970, 
p. 391). 
Traditionally, students were all required to take the same program, 
however, with the expansion of departments and greater flexibility, the 
addition of electives was allowed, thus still expanding the need for 
specialization. The spectrum of the undergraduate program as well as 
the justification of new departments, was further broadened with the 
introduction of engineering, agriculture, education, and other fields of 
study, especially in state universities and land grant colleges (Dressel 
and Reichard, 1970, p. 392). 
The onset of graduate education and research, following the German 
model in the late 1800s, further encouraged departmentalization. 
Furthermore, because of the necessity of increased number of professors, 
the graduate programs also led to differentiation by ranks (Dressel and 
Reichard, 1970, p. 392). 
The real solidification of the academic department and the academic 
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rank system came in the 1890s. Harvard moved toward further departmen­
talization around 1891, and Columbia was thoroughly departmentalized by 
the late 1890s, with Yale and Princeton not far behind. However, none 
could surpass the complex organizational patterns adopted by the 
University of Chicago. The first year of instruction, in 1892-93, they 
listed 26 departments organized into three faculities, including divinity, 
university extension, and science, literature, and the arts. Thirteen 
head professors had the sole responsibility of the departments and 
represented them in the academic senate. Since there were no divisions 
or colleges, each department had total freedom to do what they could find 
the resources to support (Dressel and Reichard, 1970, p. 393). , 
The proliferation of the 1890s can be illustrated in Rudolph's 
comments : 
In the 1880s and 1890s, academic institutions occupied 
themselves with setting up their ladders of status 
achievement, thereby organizing, as had never been done 
before in the groves of academe, a competitive drive. 
The creation of a hierarchy of professors was not so 
much a function of the degree as it was a function, in 
the first place, of that awesome proliferation of know­
ledge which enlarged the scope of a particular area of 
human understanding and now requiring the labors of two 
or three men where one had once sufficed; and second, 
of that ever increasing undergraduate and graduate 
enrollment which in some places now called for platoons 
of instructors also where one had once sufficed. There 
was nothing peculiar about this development in American 
life, particularly in business where remarkable growth 
and expansion led quite naturally to a new career 
pattern (Hastings, 1895, p. 398). 
Departmentalization was further supported and enforced by certain 
new associations in the early 1900s. Founded in 1905, the Carnegie 
40 
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching established the standard that 
in order for a college to participate in its pension program, it must 
have at least six departments. Along the same line, in 1909, the North 
Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools, founded in 1896, 
assumed the existence of departments when it referred to the number of 
hours performed by each instructor would vary in the different depart­
ments (Zook and Haggerty, 1936, p. 28). 
The existence of university academic departments was thus here to 
stay. As Dressel and Reichard (1970, p. 394) stated, "By the first 
decade of the twentieth century, the department, with all of its inherent 
strengths and weaknesses, was firmly entrenched in the American univer­
sity." 
Today, the increasing size and number of universities, the complex­
ity of the organizational structure, and the multipurpose characteris­
tics of the university have further strengthened the need for and 
the development of departmentalization. Although authorities now debate 
the many advantages and criticisms of the system of departments which 
have developed today, this organizational method seems to be a steadfast 
reality in the university setting. 
Not only the existence, but the functions of departments also grew 
as the universities increased in size and complexity, and today they 
vary more in magnitude than basic purpose. Undergraduate and graduate 
teaching and advising exist, along with the additional functions of 
research and service. But again, depending on the size of the university. 
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the involvement of the staff in each of these functions varies from 
university to university. Large universities, for instance, have 
specialized to the point where certain faculty within specific depart­
ments are responsible only for research, others for graduate teaching, 
and still others, usually younger staff or graduate students are respon­
sible for undergraduate instruction. Departments in smaller schools, 
on the other hand, concentrate primarily on undergraduate teaching. 
Generally, however, the accomplishment of, or at least the participation 
in, all three purposes are expected. Promotions are also usually based 
on teaching, research, and service, but a heavier emphasis is often 
placed on the more accountable purpose of research conducted along with 
journal articles published. 
Thus, the university department has evolved to a point where 
emphasis is placed on national involvement and accomplishment, rather 
than local or university activities. As Dressel and Reichard (1970, 
p. 395) stated: 
Decisions about particular courses and curricula could 
only be made by those competent in the field. Decisions 
involved in employment, promotion, and salary adjustments 
also required delegation — at least in part — to individ­
uals competent to pass judgement on the scholarly attain­
ment of an increasing array of personnel teaching and 
researching in various subspecialities. ...it soon became 
apparent that the reputation of a university depended upon 
the reputation of its departments and the scholars within 
them. Automony in the development of a department became 
a necessity if the university was to achieve a national 
reputation. The professionalization of the disciplines 
through the formation of prestigious national societies or 
associations, the importance of journals and publications 
therein, and the consequent orientation of the scholar to 
the national scene gave further impetus to the development. 
Today the university judges itself and is judged by the 
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quality of its departments. The department likewise 
judges itself on the basis of national rather than 
local norms. 
Roles and responsibilities of the department leader 
The decentralization of responsibility and authority to the depart­
ments has left the department leader with the key role of management in 
the university organization. 
As Millett (1962, p. 89) described: 
His is a vital position in academic affairs. He must 
guide his colleagues in their decision making. He 
must settle or adjust disputes among departmental 
members. He must place departmental objectives above 
those of any individual member. He must serve as a 
link between department and college or school. He 
must build for long-term growth and eminence in depart­
mental reputations among the colleges and universities. 
Agreeing with Millett, Garrison (1967, p. 49) added: 
As individual campuses grow larger, and especially as 
urban junior college complexes multiply units under 
central administrations, the key person in the contin­
uing effort to maintain and raise faculty professional 
standards will be the middle-echelon administrator; 
the division heads, department heads or coordinators. 
They are the ones who have direct and effective contact 
with the top local administrators. It is by and through 
the division and department heads that internal communi­
cation — faculty-to-administration, or the reverse — 
is usually successful, or not. 
The importance of the department leader can be better understood 
when looking at the functional levels of administration. The following 
illustration (Figure 4), although adapted by Kintzer (Knowles, 1970, 
pp. 3-20) to compare the level of administration in two-year colleges, is 
simplified enough to also describe those found in four-year institutions. 
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As can be seen, the department leader serves as the direct link 
between the faculty and staff (thus the students) and the higher levels 
of administration. They are also, as Bransford (1977, p. 9) referred 
to, in the prime position for supporting or undermining institutional 
policy. He further described their position as one in which: 
They can exert effective leadership in furthering educational 
development. They are able to establish the character of 
their department by reinforcing resistance to educational 
changes or in contrast by providing creative leadership in 
formulating policies and charting new directions. 
Department Chairman 
and Specialized Admlnisti 
Personnel 
Teaching Faculty and 
Nonacademlc Staff Members 
' Deans or Directors 
Academic, Student-person 
Business and Others 
Chief Executive 
Officer 
Board of Control 
Level 3: Administration 
Implementation 
Level 2: Policy 
Recommendations and 
Administration Implemen­
tation 
Level 1; Policy Making 
Level 4: Program Imple­
mentation and Services 
to Faculty and Staff 
Level 5; Direct Pro­
gram Implementation 
Figure 4. The functional levels of administration (Knowles, 1970) 
44 
The major responsibility of the department leader then, in a broad 
sense, can be seen as developing and maintaining the success and autonomy 
of the department by carrying out the basic functions of teaching, 
research, and service. There are, however, many more specific roles and 
responsibilities he/she must perform, many of which center around the 
duties of administration. Let us now take a closer look at these. 
Knowles (1970, pp. 6-39) Included the responsibilities of the 
department head or chairperson to involve: leadership of the department 
including management of the day-to-day operations; long-range planning 
for departmental development; encouragement of the staff to perform 
their best; maintenance of a friendly and productive department; 
preparation of the departmental budget and administration of the budget 
once approved; supervision of the planning and coordination of course 
offerings; the assignment of faculty loads; the planning of necessary 
classroom and laboratory facilities for the department; and the recruit­
ment and recommendation of new staff persons. 
Brann and Emmett (1972, p. 167) produced even a longer, more 
detailed list containing 69 duties and responsibilities of the department 
leader. These items were categorized into the three broad areas of 
instructional services, student personnel services, and administrative 
services. 
Davis (1972, pp. 150-152) identified 81 functions associated with 
the role of chairperson which were categorized under the ten broad 
classifications of; general administrative duties, supervisory duties. 
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office management, instructional program, personnel, facilities, purchase 
and care of equipment and supplies, professional growth and contributions, 
special services and activities, and community activities and public 
relations. 
In a 1973 study of the role of the department chairperson, Edelson 
(pp. 144-146) identified 30 activities that were performed by the depart­
ment chairperson in carrying out his/her responsibilities. These jobs 
were classified into the four major categories of staffing, coordinating, 
representing and other activities, and Included; the recruitment of new 
faculty members; directing orientation programs; faculty evaluation; 
faculty motivation; faculty promotion; recommending for tenure; 
recommending for financial increments ; faculty termination; determining 
faculty teaching assignments; determining faculty workloads; supervising 
secretarial performance; chairing departmental meetings; facilitating 
faculty communications; facilitating inter-departmental communication; 
deciding on course offerings; coordinating program and curriculum devel­
opment; preparing departmental budgets; preparing departmental reports; 
arranging for administrative support services; serving as departmental 
spokesperson; representing his/her department on local, state, and 
regional levels; serving as public relations officer; serving as fund 
raiser for the department; meeting and advising students; teaching 
classes; conducting research; and serving as liaison between faculty and 
administration. 
Reeves and Russell, as far back as 1929 (pp. 76-78), listed 16 
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similar tasks identified as the chairperson's primary duties. These 
Included: Improving instruction, developing and revising courses, making 
the semester schedule, developing programs, recruiting faculty, eval­
uating faculty and staff, preparing the departmental budget, adminis­
tering the departmental budget, reviewing student petitions, requisi­
tioning textbooks and library material, maintaining departmental records, 
attending meetings and conferences, making faculty schedules, responding 
to inquiries regarding college programs and regulations, taking care of 
departmental correspondence, writing student and faculty recommendations 
for employment, and graduate school. 
In a more recent study, Bransford (1977) Identified 30 duties 
performed by chairpersons and discussed them in terms of administrative, 
faculty leadership, and student activity tasks. 
Most of these classifications, as can be seen, tend to be very 
similar. However, it should be stressed that, although the actual 
performance of these duties may vary with the size of the institution, 
the state of development, the general purpose or type of institution, 
and even possibly the location of the institution, it is rare that they 
vary in scope (Gunter, 1964, pp. 60-64; and Pierce, 1971, p. 41). 
Furthermore, of those roles and responsibilities performed by the 
department leader, one which continues to grow unlike the others, is 
the performance of administrative duties. Whether liked or disliked, 
skilled or unskilled, these duties have magnified as have the size and 
specialization of the university. 
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In support of this, Davis (1972, p. 125) found that the adminis­
trative head devots 73 percent of his total time to the four areas of 
general administrative duties, instructional program, personnel, and 
supervisory duties. He also noted that 75 percent of the 40 most 
essential duties were found in these four areas. 
Bransford (1977, p, 161) also found that the most time was spent 
on administrative tasks, and that they were perceived to be relatively 
more important than either faculty leadership or student activity tasks. 
Furthermore, as Bolton and Boyer (1973, pp. 352-353) stated: 
...there is the emergence of a new kind of manager/admin­
istrator in higher education. State legislatures and 
boards of directors are exerting increased pressure for 
fiscal controls and placing higher value on administrators 
who are able to run more efficient and fiscally responsible 
institutions. 
With tightening budgets, the emphasis is not only placed on monetary 
efficiency, but personnel efficiency and effectiveness as well. 
Since most department leaders are primarily, if not solely, 
trained for teaching and/or research, where do they acquire the skills 
necessary to be an effective administrator? Few have completed any 
course work in the area of administration or even in the area of person­
nel management. Yet, these are the areas where duties are thrust upon 
them. 
McLaughlin, Montgomery, and Malpass (1975, p. 258), in a study 
dealing with a role analysis of department chairpersons at state and 
land-grant universities, after analyzing the replies of 1,198 respondents, 
found that department chairpersons expressed a need and interest in 
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obtaining more information on management techniques. They further 
mentioned the need and desire for orientation sessions on local proce­
dures, leadership techniques, and management procedures. 
In Ehrle's (1975, p. 33) article entitled, "Selection and Evalua­
tion of Department Chairmen," 30 items were listed which formed the 
basis of an evaluation instrument given to the faculty to rate their 
chairperson. Major categories heading the 30 items included: 
communications, decision making, operations and delegation of responsi­
bility, human and public relations, problem solving, and overall judg­
ment, 
A research study by Hampton in 1975 of "The Qualities Most Needed 
for Success in Management" showed the three items of leadership, plan­
ning, and organization to be rated "very important." Those items rated 
"quite important" included energy, oral communication skill, initiative, 
management control, and judgment (Mcintosh and Maier, 1976, p. 91). 
Roach (1976, pp. 14-15) described similar characteristics necessary 
for a successful department chairperson. These included: possess 
certain personal qualities such as openness, integrity, objectivity; be 
able to administer the departmental program; possess and use certain job 
skills and certain human relation skills; and at the same time maintain 
high professional competencies. He further explained the necessary 
skills a chairperson must develop and these included: (1) planning; 
(2) communicating, representing, negotiating, coordinating, and 
facilitating functions; (3) problem solving; and (4) organizing and 
administering. 
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Thus, as can be seen, there are many roles and responsibilities 
which a department leader must perform. The skills and know-how 
necessary to effectively manage a department do not center around the 
technical knowledge acquired, which was so essential to the evolution 
of the academic department. They evolve, however, around the management 
functions of planning, organizing, staffing, directing, and controlling. 
Summary 
The literature shows that management is the very important concept 
of organizing people and processes to accomplish predetermined objectives. 
History has shown It to be both an art and science used since the time 
of the early Egyptians, Greeks, and Romans. It has been incorporated 
into many organizations of our society, such as the church, military, 
government, school, home, and business and industry. It is through this 
last sector of our society, business and industry, that the management 
field has had its most emphasis, interest, and growth. However, most 
major developments have taken place only within the last 30 years. 
It was Henri Fayol's contribution of the managerial functions of 
planning, organizing, commanding, coordinating, and controlling during 
the early 1900s which spurred (with some delay) the development of 
further research. Studies that followed, concentrated around the human­
istic or behavioral science approach, general theories of management, 
specific principles of management, operations research, and management 
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science, as well as the areas of leadership, motivation, and group 
behavior. 
It has not been until very recent years, though, that the interest 
and need or even the idea that these concepts were universal principles 
that could and should apply to education as well. The increase in 
enrollment and thus size of academic institutions in higher education, 
and the vast specialization of tasks has forced education to take a 
closer look at management. 
It was these same factors of increased size, complexity, and 
specialization which led to the evolution and entrenchment of the 
university academic department and to the decentralization of responsi­
bility and authority placed upon them, and thus the department leader. 
Although this person assumes many roles and responsibilities, the 
administrative role often reports to be the largest, fastest growing, 
and the most important. It is, therefore, through this key management 
position of the department leader that the importance and implementa­
tion of the management functions and activities should be placed. 
Little can be said about the management of agricultural teacher 
education departments, since no research studies have been conducted in 
agricultural education concerning the perceived importance and implemen­
tation of management functions and activities or concerning the quali­
fications needed to be a department leader. This study will narrow the 
gap that exists between professional managerial knowledge and its appli­
cation to agricultural teacher education in the university setting. 
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CHAPTER III. 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
This chapter describes the methods and procedures used in this 
study. For discussion purposes, this chapter is divided into four sec­
tions: (1) Identification of the Population and Selection of the Sample, 
(2) Development of the Instrument, (3) Collection of Data, and (4) 
Analysis of Data. 
Identification of the Population and Selection of the Sample 
The population was comprised of all agricultural teacher educators 
employed in four-year institutions in the United States which offer 
programs for preparing teachers of agriculture/agribusiness education 
at the secondary level. Furthermore, the agricultural teacher education 
programs chosen consisted of at least three individuals, including one 
program leader and two staff persons. 
These individuals were to meet the following criteria: 
1. Be of full, associate, or assistant professiorial rank, 
2. Directly involved with the agricultural teacher education 
program. 
3. Listed in the 1979-80 Directory of Agricultural Teacher Educa­
tors, the 1980 Edition of the Agriculture Teacher Directory, or 
were recent employment changes known by the staff at Iowa 
State University. 
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Fifty-one agricultural teacher education programs met the above 
criteria, establishing the population for this study. From these 51 
programs, two groups were selected for the sample. The first group 
consisted of all agricultural teacher education program leaders from the 
51 chosen insitutionso The second group consisted of one staff member 
from each of the 51 agricultural teacher education programs. The staff 
member from each institution was chosen alphabetically, selecting the 
first person at the top of the alphabet who met the above qualifications. 
This made a sample size of 102 individuals, 51 from each group. A map 
designating the selected institutions is presented in Appendix A. 
Development of the Instruments 
The instruments were developed to determine the level of importance 
and level of implementation of five management functions and selected 
management activities, to rank these management functions and activities, 
and to determine basic demographical information about the population of 
program leaders, staff members, their agricultural teacher education 
programs and their institutions. 
In order to achieve these purposes, two instruments were developed. 
One instrument was mailed to program leaders and the other to program 
staff. The procedure followed in developing these instruments included 
the following steps: 
lo The basis of the instruments centered around the five manage­
ment functions of planning, organizing, staffing, directing. 
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and controlling. These management functions were chosen based 
on a review of literature as described in greater detail in 
Chapter II, Each of the five management functions contained 
four items dealing with that particular function, for a total 
of 20 items. These items were compiled based on a review of 
literature on management functions and through consultation 
with agricultural education staff members. The respondents 
were asked to rate both the level of importance and the level 
of implementation for each of the 20 items using a nine-point 
Likert-type rating scale. Another section asked the respon­
dents to rank the five management functions. A third section 
consisted of ranking ten management activities. These ten 
items were based on the five management functions and were 
selected through a review of the literature and consultation 
with agricultural educators. 
2 a Selected demographic data were gathered from program leaders 
and program staff. Questions pertaining to the institution, 
college or school, agricultural teacher education program, 
along with background characteristics of the leaders* position 
and experience were obtained from the program leaders. Agri­
cultural teacher education program staff were only asked 
questions concerning their position and background experience. 
These questions were developed based on a review of literature, 
information needed by this study, the experience of the 
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researcher, and through consultation with agricultural education 
staff memberso 
3. As an aid In developing face and construct validity, both 
Instruments were administered to a group of agricultural educa­
tion staff members and graduate students in the Iowa State 
Department of Agricultural Education and to several other 
persons in administrative positions at Iowa State University. 
They were asked to review and complete the instruments, making 
suggestions for revisions. 
4. The instruments were finalized based on suggestions made by the 
panel of experts, A copy of the instruments mailed to agri­
cultural teacher education program leaders and program staff 
are presented in Appendix D and E respectively. 
Collection of Data 
A cover letter, an instrument, and a self-addressed stamped envelope 
were mailed to each of the 102 selected individuals on October 29, 1980, 
(A copy of the cover letters mailed to program leaders and program staff 
are presented in Appendix B and C, respectively). They were asked to 
complete the instrument and return it to the Investigator by November 
12, 1980. 
On November 13, 1980, a follow-up letter (Appendix F) along with 
another copy of the instrument and self-addressed stamped envelope was 
mailed to all of the participants in the study who had not responded by 
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the date indicated on the initial mailing. Telephone calls were made to 
several participants as a second follow-up to nonrespondents. One 
individual was sent a third letter, stressing the importance of his 
input to the results of the study. 
By December 15, 1980, 100 percent of the responses were obtained 
from the 102 individuals selected to participate in the study. However, 
one respondent was found not to meet the criteria established for the 
selection of participants. Therefore, both the program leader's 
instrument and the program staff's instrument from this institution were 
not used in the study. The total number of usable responses were 100 
(100 percent), 50 agricultural teacher education program leaders and 50 
agricultural teacher education program staff. 
Analysis of Data 
Data collected from the survey instruments were coded for key­
punching, verification and computer analysis at the Iowa State University 
Computation Center. 
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was the 
statistical package used in the computer analysis of the data. Several 
descriptive statistical procedures were used Including frequencies, 
percentages, means and standard deviations. 
Since the data were obtained from the total population of agricul­
tural teacher education programs meeting the selected criteria, there 
was no need to analyze the data using inferential statistics. 
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Paired t-tests and one-way analysis of variance tests were made however, 
as a means for the researcher to discuss the differences among the 
population. These statistics may also, provide inferences for a future 
population. 
The statistical procedures used to summarize and analyze the data 
Included the following: 
1. Frequencies, percentages, means and standard deviations were 
computed for all demographic characteristics and management 
items, 
2. Paired t-tests (program leaders and staff were paired by insti­
tutions) were used to determine if a significant difference 
existed between the program leaders' and program staffs' per­
ceptions of the level of importance and the level of implemen­
tation of agricultural teacher education program management 
functions and management activities. 
3. One-way analysis of variance was used to determine if a signifi­
cant difference existed between agricultural teacher education 
program leaders' and program staffs' perceptions of the level of 
importance and the level of Implementation when compared with: 
(1) university, college and program organization and administra­
tion, (2) size of the agricultural education program, and (3) 
selected program leader and staff characteristics. 
4. The Scheffe test was used to determine where the difference 
existed, when three groups were being compared. 
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Numbers and percents were used to compare the program leaders' 
and program staffs' rankings of the agricultural teacher 
education program management functions and management 
activities. 
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CHAPTER IV. 
PRESENTATION OF DATA 
The purpose of this chapter is to report the findings of the study. 
The chapter is divided into four sections: (1) Characteristics of the 
Institutions, Agricultural Teacher Education Programs, Program Leaders, 
and Program Staff, (2) Importance and Implementation of Management 
Functions and Activities, (3) Importance and Implementation of Management 
Functions and Activities Compared with Selected Independent Variables, 
and (4) Rank Order of Management Functions and Activities. 
The findings presented in this chapter are based on the mail survey 
sent to 51 agricultural teacher education program leaders and 51 agricul­
tural teacher education program staff or a total of 102 teacher educator 
respondents. 
One hundred percent, or 102, of the instruments were returned. 
However, of the 102 instruments returned, one respondent was found not 
to meet the criteria established for the selection of participants. 
Therefore, both the program leaders' instrument and the program staffs' 
instrument from this institution were not used in the study, resulting in 
a total of 100 valid responses. 
Characteristics of the Institutions, Agricultural Teacher 
Education Programs, Program Leaders and Program Staff 
Demographic characteristics of the sample are presented in this 
section. The number of respondents reported in the tables may not always 
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be 50 program leaders and/or 50 staff members, since not all respondents 
answered all the questions. 
Institution enrollment 
The total enrollment of the institutions used in this study at the 
beginning of the 1980-81 school year ranged from 3,592 to 62,790. The 
mean enrollment was 20,274 students. Thirty-four percent or 17 of the 
institutions had an enrollment of less than or equal to 13,000 students. 
Another 34 percent, or 17 had an enrollment between 13,001 and 24,000 
and 32 percent or 16 had an enrollment of 24,001 or greater. The 
findings of the enrollments for these institutions are presented in 
Table 1. 
Table 1. Institution enrollment, fall 1980 
Institution Enrollment Number Percent 
3,592 - 13,000 17 34.0 
13,001 - 24,000 17 34.0 
24,001 - 62,790 16 32.0 
Total 50 100.0 
Mean Enrollment = 20,273.90 
Standard Deviation = 12,579.62 
Institution classification 
It was found, that the largest percentage, 65.3 percent or 32, of 
the institutions were land-grant (1862) institutions. Eleven or 22.4 
percent of institutions were state schools, and the remainding six or 
12.3 percent were land-grant (1890) institutions. None of the 
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institutions were classified as teacher's colleges or other types of 
classifications. These data are presented in Table 2. 
Table 2. Institution Classification 
Institution Classification N Percent 
Land grant institution (1862) 32 65.3 
Land grant institution (1890) 6 12.3 
Normal school or teacher's college 0 0.0 
State school 11 22.4 
Other 0 0.0 
Total 49 100.0 
Institution organization 
Of the 49 institutions reporting, 34 or 69.4 percent were on the 
semester system. Less than one-third, 15 or 30,6 percent were following 
the quarter system. 
Program organization and préférence 
It was found that over one-half, 27 or 54 percent, of the agricul­
tural teacher education programs were organized as a department within 
a college. Eleven, or 22 percent were organized as a program within a 
department; five or ten percent were a section within a department; 
three or six percent a division within a department and the remaining 
four or eight percent were organized in some other manner, such as a 
program within a division. 
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When the program leaders were asked If they had a choice, how would 
they prefer their agricultural education program to be organized, nearly 
three-fourths, 34 or 74 percent, responded as preferring to be organized 
as a department within a college. An increase of four percent or a 
total of five or ten percent preferred to be organized as a division 
within a department. Fewer preferred to be organized as a section 
within a department, three or six percent; as a program within a depart­
ment three or six percent; or in some other manner, two or four percent. 
These findings are presented in Table 3. 
Table 3. A comparison of agricultural education program organization 
and agricultural education program organization preference by 
number and percent 
Agricultural Agricultural Education 
Education Organization Prefer-
Program ence 
Organization 
N Percent N Percent 
Department within a college 27 54.0 37 74.0 
Division within a department 3 6.0 5 10.0 
Section within a department 5 10.0 3 6.0 
Program within a department 11 22.0 3 6.0 
Other 4 8.0 2 4.0 
Total 50 100.0 50 100.0 
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ProRram name and preference 
The majority, 36 or 72 percent, of the programs were entitled agri­
cultural education. Only four or eight percent of the 50 programs were 
named agricultural and extension education, and only three or six percent 
were entitled vocational agriculture education. Seven or 14 percent were 
referred to by some other title. Several of these differing titles 
included; agribusiness education, agriculture and natural resources 
education, department of agriculture and industrial arts education and 
one was simply education. 
The program title of agricultural education was preferred by fewer, 
30 or 60 percent, than were currently named this. The title of agricul­
tural and extension education on the other hand, was preferred by ten 
respondents or 20 percent, an increase of six or twelve percent, over 
those which actually possessed this title. There was no change in the 
number of those preferring the title of vocational agriculture education 
or some other title. These findings are presented in Table 4. 
College administration and preference 
Twenty-three or 46.9 percent of the agricultural education programs 
were primarily administered solely through the agricultural college or 
school. Ten or 20 percent were solely administered through the college 
of education. Approximately the same had joint appointments, with seven 
or 14.3 percent administered primarily through the agriculture college 
with staff having joint appointments in education, and 6 or 12.3 percent 
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Table 4. A comparison of agricultural education program name and agri­
cultural education program name preference by number and 
percent 
Agricultural 
Education 
Program 
Name 
Agricultural 
Education 
Program Name 
Preference 
N Percent N Percent 
Agricultural education 36 72 .0 30 60.0 
Agricultural and extension education 4 8 .0 10 20.0 
Vocational agriculture education 3 6 .0 3 6.0 
Other 7 14 .0 7 14.0 
Total 50 100, .0 50 100.0 
administered primarily through the college of education, with staff 
having joint appointments in agriculture. None of the programs were 
solely or partially administered through extension education. Three or 
6.1 percent had other types of college or school administration. Several 
of these included, college of professional studies and college of 
science and technology. 
When asked what type of college or school administration they 
preferred, sole administration through the college of agriculture 
increased by five, to 28 or 56.0 percent. Preference for primary admin­
istration in the college of agriculture, with staff having joint 
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appointments in education, doubled to 14 or 28 percent. Those perferring 
sole administration through the college of education decreased from ten 
or 20.4 percent to four or 8.0 percent, while those preferring primary 
administration in education with joint appointments in agriculture also 
decreased to four or 8.0 percent. None of the program leaders preferred 
to be administered soley or jointly through extension education or in 
any other manner. These findings are presented in Table 5. 
Table 5. A comparison of agricultural education college administration 
and administration preference by number and percent 
Agricultural Agricultural 
Education Education 
College College Primary 
Primary Administration 
Administration Preference 
N Percent N Percent 
Agriculture only 23 46.9 28 56.0 
Education only 10 20.4 4 8.0 
Extension education only 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Agriculture, but staff have joint 
appointments in education 7 14.3 14 28.0 
Education, but staff have joint 
appointments in agriculture 6 12.3 4 8.0 
Extension education, but staff have 
joint appointments in other 
college(s) 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Other 3 6.1 0 0.0 
Total 49 100.0 50 100.0 
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It was also found that ten or 20 percent of the agricultural educa­
tion programs had been administered differently within the last ten 
years. Several of those included, a change from college of science and 
technology to agriculture; from college of arts and sciences to primarily 
education, with joint appointments in agriculture; and from agriculture 
only to agriculture primarily with joint appointments in education. 
Three or six percent of the programs were currently considering a 
change in college or school affiliation. These: included a change from 
education only to agriculture only; from agriculture only to education 
only; and from education with joint appointments in agriculture to 
college of agriculture and natural resources with joint appointments in 
education. Several also noted that a change was desired or had been 
asked for in the last few years, but no consideration was being honored 
at the present time. 
Degrees offered for agricultural education majors 
All 50 programs offered a Bachelor of Science degree for agricul­
tural education majors. Forty-three or 86 percent offered a Masters 
degree with a thesis option, while 46 or 92 percent offered a Masters 
degree with a non-thesis option. Approximately one-third, 18 or 36 per­
cent, offered the Education Specialist degree; Doctor of Education degree, 
17 or 34 precent; and the Doctor of Philosophy degree, 16 or 32 percent. 
These findings are presented in Table 6. The Doctor of Education degree 
and Doctor of Philosophy degree were offered in agricultural education, 
vocational education, education, adult and occupational education, adult 
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and continuing education, agricultural and extension education, adult 
and extension education, curriculum and supervision with a speciality 
in vocational education and agriculture. 
Table 6. Number and percent of degrees offered for agricultural educa­
tion majors 
Degree Number^  Percent 
Bachelor of Science 50 100,0 
Masters (thesis) 43 86.0 
Masters (non-thesis) 46 92.0 
Education specialist 18 36.0 
Doctor of Education 17 34.0 
Doctor of Philosophy 16 32.0 
o^tal number in each category equals 50. 
Number of students pursuing degrees in agricultural education 
The total number of undergraduate primary majors in agricultural 
education during the academic year 1980-81, ranged from zero to 202, 
with a mean of 86.58 and standard deviation of 51.13. This group of 
students included a range of zero to 80 female students, with a mean of 
18.48 and a range of zero to 197 male students, with a mean of 86.73. 
The total number of students declaring agricultural education as a 
secondary major ranged from zero to 67, with a mean of 9.88. It should 
be noted however, that the median was only 3.50. Included in this group 
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Table 7. Mean, standard deviation, range and median of agricultural 
education students 
Degree/Sex Mean/S.D. Range Median 
Undergraduate Primary Major 
Female (N=49) 
Male 
Total 
18.48 
16.51 
68.73 
47.10 
86.58 
51.13 
Undergraduate Secondary Major 
Female (N=25) 3.81 
5.79 
Male 
Total 
Master's on-campus (N=40) 
Female 
Male 
Total 
Master's off-campus (N=42) 
Female 
Male 
Total 
Education Specialist (N=7) 
Female 
Male 
Total 
6.00 
9.15 
9.88 
14.45 
2.42 
3.79 
6.04 
6 .88  
8.50 
8.81 
2.75 
4.04 
26.31 
42.07 
30.44 
44.04 
0.04 
0.20 
2.63 
14.09 
2.67 
14.25 
0-80 
0-197 
0-202 
0-22 
0-45 
0-67 
0-15 
0-28 
0-32 
0-20 
0-250 
0-257 
0-1 
0-97 
0-98 
15.00 
62.50 
73.50 
0.50 
0.50 
3.50 
1.05 
4.00 
5.50 
1.10 
15.17 
17.50 
0.02 
0.09 
0.09 
68 
Table 7. (Continued) 
Degree/Sex Mean/S.D.^  Range Median 
0-7 0.12 
0-22 0.50 
0-29 0.70 
T^otal number of responding institutions equals 48. 
were a mean number of 3.81 females, ranging from zero to 22 and a mean 
number of 6.00 males, ranging from zero to 45. 
The total number of Master's degree students on-campus ranged from 
zero to 32, with a mean of 8.50. A mean of 2.42 females with a range of 
zero to 15 and a mean of 6.04 males with a range of 0.28 were included. 
The total number of Master's degree students, off-campus, encompassed 
a wider range, zero to 257, with a mean of 30.44 and median of 17.5. 
Female off-campus Master's degree students ranged from zero to 20, with 
a mean of 2.75, while males ranged from zero to 250 with a mean of 26.31 
and a median of 15.2. 
The total number of students pursuing Education Specialist degrees 
ranged from zero to 98 with a mean of 2.67. This included a range of 
zero to one females with a mean of 0.04, and a range of zero to 97 males 
with a mean of 2.63. 
The total number of doctoral candidates ranged from zero to 29, 
with a mean of 4.04. The number of females pursuing doctoral degrees 
ranged from zero to seven, with a mean of 0.05, while males ranged from 
zero to 22 with a mean of 3.52. These data are presented in Table 7. 
Doctoral 
Female 
Male 
Total 
0. 50 
1. 43 
3. 52 
6. 03 
4. 04 
7.15 
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Number of undergraduate and graduate credits offered in agricultural 
education 
The number of undergraduate semester credits offered in agricultural 
education, excluding special topics and seminars, listed in the current 
catalog ranged from zero to 46, with a mean of 18.6 and standard devia­
tion of 10.9. Eleven programs, or 24.percent, were found to offer from 
zero to ten undergraduate credits. Another 13 or 28 percent offered 
from 10,01 to 18 undergraduate credits. Another 11 or 24 percent offered 
from 18,01 to 24 credits, and 11 or 24 percent offered from 24.01 to 46 
credits. These data are shown in Table 8. 
Table 8. Number of semester hours of agricultural education undergrad­
uate credits 
Undergraduate Credits Number of Programs Percent 
11 24.0 
13 28.0 
11 24.0 
11 24.0 
46 100.0 
Mean number of undergraduate credits = 18.6 
Standard deviation = 10.9 
0 - 10.00 
10.01 - 18.00 
18.01 - 24.00 
24.01 - 46.00 
Total 
The number of agricultural education graduate semester credits, 
excluding special topics, seminars, and thesis and dissertation research 
listed in the current catalog ranged from zero to 69, with a mean of 
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19.7 and standard deviation of 15.0. Ten programs or 22.2 percent 
offered from zero to six graduate credits in agricultural education. 
Eleven programs or 24.6 percent offered from 6.01 to 12 graduate 
credits, with another eleven or 24.6 percent offering from 12.01 to 28 
graduate credits in agricultural education. The remaining 13 or 28.6 
percent offered from 28.01 to 69 graduate semester credits. These find­
ings are presented in Table 9. 
Table 9. Number of semester hours of agricultural education graduate 
credits 
Graduate Credit Number of Programs Percent 
0 - 6.00 10 22.2 
6.01 - 12.00 11 24.6 
12.01- 28.00 11 24.6 
28.01 - 69.00 13 28.6 
Total 45 100.0 
Mean number of graduate credits =19.7 
Standard deviation = 15.0 
Persons employed and PTEs in agricultural education 
The number of professors devoted to agricultural education for the 
1980-81 academic year ranged from zero to nine, with a mean of 1.72. 
The PTEs, for this rank ranged from zero to 6.20 with a mean of 1.52. 
The number of associate professors ranged from zero to four with a mean 
of 1.26, while the PTEs ranged from zero to three with a mean of 0.95. 
The mean number of assistant professors was 1.44 and ranged from zero 
to seven, while the PTEs for this rank ranged also from zero to seven 
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with a mean of 1.22. The number of instructors ranged from zero to five 
with a mean of 0.50. The PTEs for this rank ranged from zero to 4.25 
with a mean of 0.43. Overall, the total number of persons of the 
professor, associate professor, assistant professor and instructor rank 
ranged from three to 18 with a mean of 4.90 and standard deviation of 
3.34. The total number of PTEs devoted to these ranks ranged from 
1.25 to 16.00 with a mean of 4.09 and standard deviation of 3.13. These 
data are shown in Table 10. 
The number of graduate research assistants ranged from zero to 
eight with a mean of 1.56. The PTEs accounting for this type of 
position also ranged from zero to eight with a mean of 0.92. Persons 
employed in agricultural education as graduate teaching assistants, 
ranged from zero to seven with a mean of 1.04, while the PTEs for this 
rank ranged from zero to 3.50 with a mean of 0.57, The number of 
fellows ranged from zero to seven with a mean of 0.22, while the PTEs 
ranged from zero to 1.00 with a mean of 0.06. Other persons filling 
similar positions in agricultural education ranged from zero to six 
with a mean of 0.30, while the PTEs for such positions ranged from 
zero to 3.75 with a mean of 0.24. Overall, the total number of persons 
employed in agricultural education programs in this study, as graduate 
assistants, graduate teaching assistants, fellows or others in similar 
positions ranged from zero to 21, with a mean of 3.12. The total number 
of PTEs for these positions ranged from zero to 12 with a mean of 1.79. 
These data are presented in Table 10. 
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Table 10. Mean, range, and standard deviation of persons employed and 
PTEs In agricultural education during the 1980-81 academic 
year 
Title MeanPersons 
SfD ' 
Mean 
S.D. 
PTEs 
Range 
Professor 1.72 
1.66 
0-9 1.52 
1.29 
0-6.20 
Associate Professor 1.26 
0.94 0-4 
0.95 
0.81 
0-3.00 
Assistant Professor 1.44 
1.51 0-7 
1.22 
1.42 0-7.00 
Instructor 0.50 
0.99 0-5 
0.43 
0.91 0-4.25 
Total 4.90 
3.34 3-18 
N=50 
4.09 
3.13 - 1. 
N=45 
25-16.00 
Graduate research assistant 1.56 
2.17 
- 0—8 0.92 
1.58 
0-8.00 
Graduate teaching assistant 1.04 0-7 0.57 0-3.50 
1.50 0.84 
Fellow 0.22 
1.02 
0-7 0.06 
0.19 
0-1.00 
Other 0.30 
1.02 0-6 
0.24 
0.77 0-3.75 
Total 3.12 
4.08 
0-21 
N=50 
1.79 
2.75 
N=45 
0-12.00 
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College administration by institution enrollment 
Several comparisons were made between the type of college adminis­
tration and other variables, such as program organization, institution 
enrollment and number of staff persons. Although the cell counts were 
too small to be used inferentially, the information still serves to 
better describe the agricultural teacher education programs in this 
study. 
It was found when comparing the college administration by the 
enrollment of the institutions, that the distribution was fairly even 
for those administered solely or partially through the college of 
agriculture. Most of those administered solely or partially through 
the college of education were in institutions of 13,000 or larger. 
Table 11 reports these findings. 
Table 11. College administration by institution enrollment 
(N=46) 
College Administration 
Institution Enrollment 
< 13,000 13,001-24,000 24,001-63,000 
Agriculture only, agricul­
ture primarily with joint 
appointment in education 12 7 11 
Education only, education 
primarily with joint 
appointment in agriculture 2 9 5 
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College administration by institution classification 
When comparing these two variables, land grant institutions (1862) 
were nearly evenly split between administration through agriculture 
and through education. However, land grant institutions (1890) and 
state schools were primarily administered solely or primarily through 
the college of agriculture. These findings are presented in Table 12. 
Table.12. College administration by institution classification 
(N=45) Institution Classification 
College Land Grant Land Grant State 
Administration 1862 189-0 School 
Agriculture only, agri­
culture primarily with 
joint appointment in 
education 16 5 9 
Education only, educa­
tion primarily with 
joint appointment 
in agriculture 13 1 1 
College administration by program organization 
It was found, when comparing the college administration with the 
type of program organization, the largest number of programs were 
administered solely or partially through the college of agriculture and 
were organized as a department within a college. On the other hand, 
more of those solely or partially administered through the college of 
education were organized as a division, section or program within a 
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department or as a program within a division. These findings are 
presented in Table 13. 
Table 13. College administration by program organization 
(N=46) Program Organization 
College Department Within Div., Section, Program 
Administration a College Within a Dept., Other 
Agriculture only. 
agriculture primarily 
with joint appointment 
in education 23 7 
Education only, educa­
tion primarily with 
joint appointment 
in agriculture 3 13 
College administration by enrollment of undergraduate primary major 
students 
When comparing college administration by the number of undergrad­
uate primary agricultural education students, the distribution among 
the categories was fairly even. The smallest numbers were found in the 
smallest and largest categories for number of undergraduate primary 
majors in agricultural education programs administered solely or 
partially through the college of education. These data are presented 
in Table 14. 
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Table 14. College administration by enrollment of undergraduate 
primary major students 
(N=44) Undergraduate Primary Major Enrollment 
College Administration < 60 61-120 121-205 
Agriculture only, agriculture 
primarily with joint appoint­
ment in education 11 9 8 
Education only, education 
primarily with joint 
appointment in agriculture 3 9 4 
College administration by on-campus master's degree students 
It was found when comparing these two variables, that the distribu­
tion was fairly even for those programs administered solely or partially 
through the college of education. The largest number of those adminis­
tered solely or partially through the college of agriculture, was 
found in the middle classification from four to ten on^ campus Master's 
degree students. Table 15 reports these findings. 
Table 15. College administration by on-campus master's degree students 
(N=44) On-Campus Master's Degree Students 
College Administration 0-3 4-10 11-32 
Agriculture only, agriculture 
primarily with joint appoint­
ment in education 7 13 8 
Education only, education 
primarily with joint appoint­
ment in agriculture 5 5 6 
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College administration by Ph.D. candidates 
When comparing the type of college administration by the number of 
Ph.D. candidates, it was found that the largest numbered category was 
the one with zero Ph.D. candidates and programs administered solely or 
partially through the college of agriculture. The other categories were 
rather evenly distributed. These data are presented in Table 16. 
Table 16. College administration by Ph.D. candidates 
(N=44) Ph.D Candidates 
College Administration 0 1-15 8—24 
Agriculture only, agriculture 
primarily with joint appointment 
in education 15 7 6 
Education only, education 
primarily with joint appointment 
in agriculture 5 8 
1 
3 
College administration by number of agricultural education staff persons 
When college administration was compared with the number of agricultural 
education staff persons, a similar pattern could be noted in the 
various categories. The smallest category was with the largest staff 
size administered solely or partially through the college of education. 
These findings are presented in Table 17. 
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Table 17. College administration by number of agricultural education 
staff persons 
Number of Agricultural Education 
(N=46) Staff Persons 
College Administration 3 4-5 6-18 
Agriculture only, agriculture 
primarily with joint appointment 
in education 11 12 7 
Education only, education 
primarily with joint appointment 
in agriculture 6 7 3 
College administration by leader title 
It was found, when comparing these two variables, that the largest 
category by far, was the leader title of department head and administra­
tion solely or partially through the college of agriculture. The 
smallest categories included administration through the college of 
agriculture and the department title of division chairperson, program 
leader, section leader or other; and administration through the college 
of education and the title of department chairperson. These findings 
are presented in Table 18. 
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Table 18. College administration by leader titles 
(N=40) 
College 
Administration 
Department Department Div. Chair, Program 
Head Chairperson Leader, Section . 
Leader, Other 
Leader Titles 
Agriculture only, 
agriculture primarily 
with joint appointment 
in education 17 7 3 
Education only, educa­
tion primarily with 
joint appointment in 
agriculture 5 2 6 
Title of program leaders 
This study included 50 program leaders in agricultural education, 
of which nearly one-half, 24 or 48 percent carried the title of 
department head. Another ten or 20% of the program leaders had the 
title of department chairperson, while only one or two percent was 
called a division chairperson. Six or 12 percent were titled program 
leaders, with another three or six percent were section leaders. The 
remaining six or 12 percent carried some other title, most of which 
were called coordinators or program coordinators. These findings are 
presented in Table 19. 
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Table 19. Title of program leaders 
Title N Percent 
Department head 
Department Chairperson 
Division chairperson 
24 
10 
48.0 
20.0 
2.0 
12.0 
6.0 
12.0 
100.0 
1 
Program leader 
Section leader 
Other 
6 
3 
6 
Total 50 
Length of program leaders appointment 
The length in which the program leaders had been employed in their 
current position ranged from one to 24 years with a mean of 7,22 years. 
Approximately one third, 17 or 34 percent were employed from one to 
three years. Another third, 17 or 34 percent, had been employed from 
four to eight years, while the remaining 16 or 32 percent had been 
employed in their current positions from ten to 24 years. The data 
are presented in Table 20. 
Program leaders' occupational experience 
It was found that the program leaders had been employed as a 
vocational agriculture teacher. The mean was 7.36 years and 
the range was two to 22 years. Very few had any occupational 
experience with the extension service. The mean was only 0.10 years 
with a range from zero to three years. Again, the number employed as 
program leaders in their current institution ranged from one to 24 
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Table 20. Length of program leaders current appointment 
Number of Years 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
18 
19 
20 
24 
Total 
Program Leaders 
Number Percent 
5 
3 
9 
5 
4 
2 
1 
5 
3 
2 
3 
2 
50 
10.0 
6.0  
18.0 
10.0 
8.0  
4.0 
2.0  
10.0 
6.0 
4.0 
6.0 
4.0 
2.0 
2.0  
2.0 
2.0  
2.0 
2.0 
100.0 
Mean number of years = 7.22 
Standard Deviation =5.55 
Median = 5.25 
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years with a mean of 7.22 years. Only three were employed as an agri­
cultural education leader at another institution with employment rang­
ing from zero to six years, and a mean of 0.26 years. Thirty-three or 
66 percent of the program leaders had been employed as a teacher educa­
tor at their current institution. The number of years ranged from zero 
to 19 with a mean of 5.2 years. The number of years ranged from zero 
to eight, with a mean of 1.06 years, for those program leaders who had 
experience as a teacher educator at another institution, but not as an 
agricultural education leader. Sixteen or 32 percent were included in 
this category. Only three or six percent were employed as a leader of 
another department of their current institution. The years employed as 
such, ranged from three to five years with a mean of 0.24 years. Four 
or eight percent had agricultural business or industry experience, with 
the total number of years ranging from zero to five and a mean of 0.24 
years. Program leaders had a mean number of 0.96 years employed full-
time in farming, ranging from zero to ten years. Nearly one half of 
the program leaders, 23 or 46 percent had served in the military. The 
total number of years in the service ranged from zero to five years 
with a mean of 1.30. Several had full-time occupational experience in 
other areas ranging from zero to 11 years, with a mean of 1.42 years. 
These findings are presented in Table 21. 
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Table 21, Program leaders'years of full-time employment in various 
. occupational areas . 
Occupation Area Mean Range Median 
S.D. 
Vocational agriculture teacher 7.36 
4.37 
2-•22 6. 36 
Extension service 0.10 
0.46 
0-•3 0. 03 
Agricultural education leader at current 
institution 
7.22 
5.54 
1-•24 5. 25 
Agricultural education leader at another 
institution 
0.26 
1.08 0-•6 0. 03 
Agricultural teacher educator at current 
institution, but not as agricultural 
education leader 
5.20 
5.16 
0-•19 4. 17 
Agricultural teacher educator at other 
institutions, but not as agricultural 
education leader 
1.06 
1.93 
0-•8 0. 24 
Leader of another department at current 
institution 
0.24 
0.98 0-•5 0. 03 
Agricultural business or industry 0.24 
0.94 
0-•5 0. 04 
Farming 0.96 
1.99 
0-•10 0. 18 
Military service 1.30 
1.56 0-•5 0. 43 
Other 1.42 
2.58 
0-•11 0. 28 
Total N = 50 
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Other position information about the leaders 
It was found that 29 or 58 percent of the program leaders were 
currently employed in the state where they had obtained their high 
school teaching or other professional experience. Only 12 or 24 percent 
were currently employed as program leaders in the same institution 
where they had obtained their highest academic degree. 
Staff titles 
The title of the 50 agricultural teacher education staff was almost 
evenly divided between assistant professor, associate professor and 
professor. Thirteen or 27.1 percent were assistant professors, 16 or 
33.3 percent were associate professors and 19 or 39.6 percent were 
professors. Two did not respond. Table 22 presents these findings. 
Table 22. Title of staff 
Title N Percent 
Assistant Professor 13 27.1 
Associate Professor 16 33.3 
Professor 19 39.6 
Other 0 0.0 
Total 48 100.0 
Time budgeted and functions allotted for agricultural education 
The majority of the program staff, 30 or 62.5 percent had 100 
percent of their time budgeted for agricultural education. One or 2.1 
percent had 90 percent and another staff had 80 percent of his time 
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budgeted for agricultural education. Eight or 16.7 percent had 50 
percent of their time budgeted for agricultural education, while one or 
2.1 percent had 49 and 30 percent of their time budgeted to agricultural 
education. Five or 10.3 percent had 25 percent budgeted to agricultural 
education, while one or 2.1 percent had only 20 percent budgeted to 
agricultural education. These data are presented in Table 23. 
Table 23. Percentage of staff time budgeted for agricultural education 
Actual Percentage of Time Budgeted for 
Agricultural Education as Reported by Respondents N Percent 
20 percent 1 2.1 
25 percent 5 10.3 
30 percent 1 2.1 
49 percent 1 2.1 
50 percent 8 16.7 
80 percent 1 2.1 
90 percent 1 2.1 
100 percent 30 62.5 
Total 48 100.0 
The program staff were asked how their percentage of time budgeted 
to agricultural education was divided among the functions of teaching, 
research and service. It was found that the mean percentage of time 
devoted to teaching was 62.3 percent. Sixteen had 50 percent of their 
budgeted time devoted to teaching; four had 60 percent, four had 70 
percent, and four had 75 percent of their budgeted time devoted to 
agricultural education. Another six or 12.8 percent had 80 percent. 
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while five or 10,6 percent had 100 percent of their budgeted time 
allotted to teaching. The mean percent of budgeted time devoted to 
research was 14,68 percent. Seven or 14,9 percent had 25 percent of 
their agricultural education time allotted to research while 10 or 21.3 
percent had only ten percent, and 15 or 31,9 percent had no time devoted 
to research. The mean percent of budgeted time allotted to service was 
21,32 percent. Thirty-eight or 81,0 percent had 30 or less percent of 
their time devoted to service. Twelve or 25,5 percent had none of their 
budgeted time allotted to service. These findings are presented in 
Table 24, 
Program staffs' occupational experience 
It was found that the program staff had been employed as a voca­
tional agriculture teacher a mean of 7.35 years. The range for this 
type of full-time employment was from zero to 25 years. Only one had 
zero years of teaching experience, while another individual had only 
one year. Four staff persons had been employed full-time by the 
extension service, with one employed one year, one employed two years, 
one employed nine years and one employed 25 years. The mean number of 
years was 0.77. The staff had been employed as a teacher educator at 
their current institution for a mean of 9.35 years. Four staff were 
employed for only one year or less, and one had been employed for as 
long as 30 years. Twenty-five staff or 52.3 percent had been employed 
as a teacher educator at other institutions for a mean of 2.13 years. 
Nineteen or 40 percent of these staff had three or less years experience 
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Table 24. Percentage of staff time assigned to teaching, research, and 
service functions 
Functions 
Actual percentage 
of time reported 
by respondents N 
Teaching 
Percent 
Research 
N Percent 
Service 
N Percent 
0 1 2.1 15 31.9 12 25.5 
5 3 6.4 
10 10 21.3 5 10.6 
15 4 8.6 
20 5 10.6 6 12.8 
25 2 4.3 7 14.9 7 14.9 
30 1 2.1 4 8.6 
33 1 2.1 
35 
40 1 2.1 3 6.4 1 2.1 
45 1 2.1 
50 16 34.0 3 6.4 5 10.6 
55 
57 1 2.1 
60 4 8.5 1 2.1 
65 1 2.1 
70 4 8.5 1 2.1 
75 4 8.5 
80 6 12.9 
85 
90 
95 1 2.1 
100 5 10.7 
Total 47 100.0 47 100.0 47 100.0 
Mean 62.30 14.68 21.32 
Standard Deviation 21.72 15.12 18.80 
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at another Institution. The overall range was from zero to 18 years. 
The program staff had a mean of 1.08 years experience In agribusiness 
with a range from zero to 30 years. Nine of; these ten had five or less 
years with one having 30 years. The mean number of years of full-time 
farming was 1.04 years with a range of zero to eight. Twenty-four 
staff had served In the military. The overall mean was 1.44 years with 
a range from zero to seven years. The program staff had a mean of 1.60 
years of other types of full-time occupational experience, ranging from 
zero to 11 years. These findings are presented In Table 25. 
Table 25. Staffs' years of full-time employment In various occupational 
areas 
Occupational Area Mean 
S.D. 
Range Median 
Vocational agriculture teacher 7.35 
5.44 0-25 5.50 
Extension service 0.77 
3.81 0-25 0.05 
Agricultural teacher education at 
current Institution 
9.35 
6.41 1-30 8.50 
Agricultural teacher education at 
other institutions(s) 
2.13 
4.05 0-18 0.64 
Agricultural business or industry 1.08 
4.42 0-30 0.13 
Farming 1.04 
2.15 0—8 0.15 
Military service 1.44 
1.69 0-7 0.50 
Other 1.60 
2.61 0-11 0.30 
Total N = 48 
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Other position experience information about the staff 
It was found that 26 or 34.2 percent of the program staff were 
currently employed in the state where they had obtained their high 
school teaching or other professional experience. Only eight or 16.7 
percent were currently employed as program staff in the same institu­
tion where they had obtained their highest academic degree. 
Importance and Implementation of Management 
Functions and Activities 
The respondents' ratings of the level of importance and the level of 
implementation of management functions and activities included a list of 
20 activities divided into the five management functions of planning, organ­
izing, staffing, directing and controlling. The number of respondents, 
the mean and standard deviation were determined for each of the 20 manage­
ment activities. This information was also determined for each of the 
management functions by averaging the four management activities listed 
under each function. Furthermore, the mean and standard deviation were 
determined for the total list of management activities. The means, there­
fore were determined using a nine-point scale, and did not include those 
who failed to respond to the question. 
For simplicity, this section of Chapter IV will be divided into two 
parts: (1) A comparison of the program leaders' perceptions with the 
staffs' perceptions of the level of importance and the level of implemen­
tation of agricultural teacher education program management functions and 
activities, and (2) A comparison of the level of importance and the level 
of implementation of management functions in agricultural teacher 
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education programs as perceived by program leaders and program staff 
b y :  ( a )  university, college and program organization and administration, 
(b) size of the agricultural education program, and (c) program leader 
and staff characteristics. These two parts are a presentation of the 
findings for objectives two and three, respectively of this study. 
Comparison of thé program leaders' perceptions with the staffs' percep­
tions 
The program leaders' perceptions were compared with the program 
staffs' perceptions of the level of importance of agricultural teacher 
education program management functions. These data were analyzed using 
a paired t-test, where the respondents were paired by the institutions 
in which they were currently employed. Table 26 presents these findings. 
Neither the means of the functions nor the overall management mean were 
significantly different at the .05 level. The program leaders, however, 
did rate the level of importance of all the management functions, except 
planning, somewhat higher than did the staff. 
The comparison of the program leaders' perceptions with the staffs' 
perceptions of the level of implementation of management functions in 
agricultural teacher education was also analyzed by using paired t-tests. 
These findings are presented In Table 27. The level of implementation 
of the management functions of staff, directing and controlling, as well 
as the overall management function score were rated significantly lower 
at the .05 level for three functions by the agricultural teacher 
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education staff. The level of implementation of the management 
functions of planning and staffing were also rated lower by the staff, 
although these were not significant at the .05 level. 
Table 26. Means, standard deviations and paired t-values for the level 
of importance of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and program staff 
Respondents 
Management 
Functions 
Leaders 
Mean 
S.D. 
Staff 
Mean 
S.D. 
T-Value Probability 
Planning 
N=49 
8.01 
0.93 
8.03 
0.80 -0.11 0.910 
Organizing 
N=48 
7.57 
1.03 
7.47 
1.28 0.53 0.599 
Staffing 
N=47 
7.99 
0.90 
7.94 
0.78 0.24 0.810 
Directing 
N=49 
7.85 
1.04 
7.72 
1.01 
0.67 0.504 
Controlling 
N=49 
7.73 
0.90 
7.70 
1.17 0.12 0.908 
Total 
N=47 
7.80 
0.79 
7.75 
0.81 0.29 0.771 
The comparison of the level of importance of selected management 
activities in agricultural teacher education programs as rated by 
program leaders and program staff were analyzed by using a paired t-test, 
with leaders and staff paired by institutions. These findings are 
presented in Table 28. 
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Table 27. Means, standard deviations and paired t-values for the level 
of implementation of management functions by agricultural 
teacher education program leaders and program staff 
Management 
Functions 
Leaders 
Mean 
S.D. 
Staff 
Mean 
S.D. 
T-Value Probability 
Planning 
N=48 
6.95 
1.24 
6.53 
1.45 1.48 0.146 
Organizing 
N=48 
6.94 
1.22 
6.46 
1.40 1.74 0.089 
Staffing 
N=48 
7.31 
0.98 
6.71 
1.13 2.79 0.008 
Directing 
N=48 
7.10 
1.12 
6.46 
1.51 2.40 0.020 
Controlling 
N=49 
6.86 
1.12 
6.23 
1.32 3.07 0.004 
Total 
N=47 
7.02 
0.89 
6.47 
1.02 2.81 0.007 
None of the t-values for the 20 management activities were signi­
ficant at the .05 level of probability. The level of importance of 13 
management activities were rated higher by the program leaders than by 
the program staff, although not significant at the .05 level. Two of 
these items, each, were found under the functions of planning, staffing, 
and controlling. All four of the items under organizing, and three 
management activities under directing were also rated higher by 
program leaders. The management activity of resolving differences 
among staff, located under the directing management function was rated 
the lowest by both the program leaders and program staff. Selecting 
qualified persons for available positions under the management function 
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of staffing, was the management activity given the highest level of 
importance rating by both the agricultural teacher education program 
leaders and program staff. 
The paired t-test was again the statistical analyses used to com­
pare the level of implementation of management activities in agricul­
tural teacher education programs as perceived by program leaders and 
program staff. These findings are presented in Table 29. The mean 
ratings for eight of the 20 management activities were found to be 
significantly different at the .05 level. The level of implementation 
of all eight of these management activities in agricultural teacher 
education programs were rated lower by the program staff. These items 
included: prepare the program budget, under the management function of 
planning; define responsibilities and authority of staff, under the 
management function of organizing; acquaint new persons with institution 
and program, supervise staff in performing new tasks, and plan ways for 
staff to develop professionally all under the management function of 
staffing; resolve differences among staff, under the function of 
directing; and develop evaluation criteria or standards and revise 
program plans based on evaluation, both under the management function 
of controlling. The lowest rating of the level of implementation by 
both the leaders and staff was the management activity of formulating 
written program policies, included under the management function of 
planning. The management activity, selecting qualified persons for 
available positions, found under the management functions of staffing 
Table 28. Means, standard deviations, t-values and probabilities of the level of importance of 
management activities in agricultural education programs as rated by program leaders 
and program staff paired by institutions 
Level of Importance 
Management Activities 
Program Leaders 
N Mean 
S.D. 
Program Staff 
Mean 
S.D. T-Value Probability 
Planning 
1. Develop long range program 49 
2. Establish program objectives 49 
3. Formulate written program 
policies 49 
4. Prepare the program budget 49 
Organizing 
5. Establish an organizational 
structure for programs 49 
6. Define responsibilities and 
authority of staff 49 
7. Develop descriptions for 
positions 49 
8. Establish qualifications 
for postions 48 
Staffing 
9. Select qualified persons for 
available positions 49 
10. Acquaint new persons with 
institution and program 48 
8.04 
1.10 
8.08 
1.15 
7.71 
1.16 
8.20 
1.29 
7.33 
1.38 
7.84 
1.33 
7.45 
1.50 
7.75 
1.30 
8.61 
0.91 
7.73 
1.30 
8.27 
0.91 
8.29 
1.02 
7.43 
1.23 
8.14 
1.17 
7.12 
1.64 
7.82 
1.27 
7.29 
1.68 
7.60 
1.55 
8.76 
0.60 
7.75 
1.25 
-1.14 
—0.86 
1.22 
0.26 
0.66 
0.09 
0.60 
0.68 
-0.87 
-0.07 
0.258 
0.393 
0.230 
0.793 
0.513 
0.927 
0.552 
0.500 
0.391 
0.941 
11. Supervise staff in perform­
ing new tasks 
12. Plan ways for staff to 
develop professionally 
Directing 
13. Coordinate departmental 
activities 
14. Motivate staff 
15. Resolve differences among 
staff 
16. Encourage creative efforts 
Controlling 
17. Develop evaluation criteria 
or standards 
18. Assess progress toward 
program objectives 
19. Evaluate staff performance 
20. Revise program plans based 
on evaluation 
7.39 
1 .26 
7 .77 
1 .31 
8 .14 
1 .06 
7 .74 
1 .48 
6 .94 
1 .84 
00
1 
.06 
0 .97 
7 .41 
1 .46 
7 .90 
1 .30 
7 .74 
1 .38 
7 .78 
1 .30 
0.86 
1.16 
0.10 
0.64 
0.98 
0.00 
-0.16 
-1.06 
0.64 
0.91 
0.394 
0.251 
0.919 
0.525 
0.332 
1.000 
0.871 
0.297 
0.527 
0.366 
Table 29. Means, standard deviations, t-values and probabilities of the level of implementation 
of management activities in agricultural education programs as rated by program 
leaders and program staff paired by institutions 
Level of Implementation 
Program Leaders Program Staff 
Management Activities N T-Value Probability 
w * jJ # w # U # 
Planning 
1. Develop long range program 49 6.71 6.41 0.80 0.428 
goals 1.43 1.99 
2. Establish program objectives 49 7.18 7.08 0.29 0.770 
1.63 1.77 
3. Formulate written program 6.39 5.78 1.64 0.109 
policies 49 1.63 1.94 
4. Prepare the program budget 48 7.67 6.85 2.13 0.038 
1.86 2.23 
Organizing 
5. Establish an organizational 7.06 6.76 0.98 0.331 
structure for program 49 1.38 1.52 
6. Define responsibilities and 7.12 6.25 2.49 0.016 
authority of staff 49 1.54 1.81 
7. Develop descriptions for 6.59 6.04 1.39 0.170 
positions 49 1.63 2.24 
8. Establish qualifications for 7.04 6.79 0.69 0.496 
positions 48 1.69 1.83 
Staffing 
9. Select qualified persons for 8.16 7.98 0.79 0.434 
available positions 49 1.09 1.20 
10. Acquaint new persons with 
institution and program 
11. Supervise staff in preforming 
new tasks 
12. Plan ways for staff to develop 
professionally 
Directing 
13. Coordinate departmental 
activities 
14. Motivate staff 
15. Resolve differences among 
staff 
16. Encourage creative efforts 
Controlling 
17. Develop evaluation criteria 
or standards 
18. Assess progress toward 
program objectives 
19. Evaluate staff performance 
20. Revise program plans based 
on evaluation 
6.58 
1 .93 
6 .10 
1 .31 
6 .27 
1 .80 
7 .08 
1 .58 
6 .40 
1 .78 
5 .88 
2 .09 
6 .47 
1 .95 
5 .92 
1 .71 
6 .31 
1 .57 
6 .65 
1 .73 
6 .02 
1.66 
2.13 
3.08 
2.11 
1.43 
1.92 
2.98 
1.42 
2.08 
1.86 
1.70 
3.30 
0.038 
0.003 
0.040 
0.160 
0.061 
0.005 
0.163 
0.043 
0.068 
0.095 
0.002 
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received the highest level of implementation rating in agricultural 
teacher education programs by both the program leaders and staff. 
Importance and Implementation of Management Functions and 
Activities Compared with Selected Independent Variables 
The level of importance and the level of implementation of the five 
management functions and the total management rating as perceived by 
program leaders and program staff were compared with selected indepen­
dent variables dealing with: (1) university, college and program organ­
ization and administration, (2) size of the agricultural education 
program, and (3) program leader and staff characteristics. Comparisons 
were made using a one-way analysis of variance to determine if a signi­
ficant relationships existed between these variables. When three groups 
were compared, a Scheffe test was used to determine where the difference 
existed. The following sections are presented according to the indepen­
dent variables. 
Comparison of the level of importance and implementation of management 
functions by leaders and staff with program organization 
This section presents the findings of the level of importance and 
the level of implementation of management functions as perceived by 
program leaders and staff when compared with program organization. 
Program organization was divided into two groups: (1) department within 
a college, and (2) division within a department, section within a depart­
ment, program within a department and other. 
When the level of importance of management functions as rated by 
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program leaders were compared with the type of program organization, 
the F-ratio for four of the five management functions and for the total 
were significant at the .05 level. These functions included planning, 
organizing, staffing and directing. The mean ratings for the level of 
importance were significantly higher in all five categories by leaders 
whose programs were organized as departments within a college, than by 
those that were a division within a section, a section within a depart­
ment, a program within a department or other. These findings are 
presented in Table 30. 
When the level of importance of management functions as rated by 
program staff were compared with the type of program organization, none 
of the F-values for management functions were significant at the .05 
level. These findings are presented in Table 30. 
The F-ratio for two management functions were significant at the 
.05 level when the level of implementation of management functions as 
perceived by program leaders were compared with the type of program 
organization. These functions included organizing and directing and 
were rated significantly higher by leaders whose programs were organized 
as departments within a college. These data are shown in Table 31. 
When the level of implementation of management functions as rated 
by program staff were compared with the type of program organization, 
none of the mean ratings were significantly different at the .05 level. 
These findings are presented in Table 31. 
Table 30, Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
Importance of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and staff when compared with 
program organization 
Leaders 
Management Organization 
Functions Department Dlv. Sec. 
Prog. Other 
N Mean N Mean F F 
S.D. S.D. Value Probability 
Planning 27 8.37 0.63 22 
7.57 
1.06 10.801 0.002 
Organizing 26 7.88 0.94 22 
7.21 
1.04 5.508 0.023 
Staffing 26 8.24 0.71 22 
7.72 
1.01 4.422 0.041 
Directing 27 8.14 
1.05 
22 7.50 
0.95 
4.918 0.032 
Controlling 27 7.91 0.98 22 
7.50 
0.76 2.546 0.117 
Total 26 8.09 
0.73 
22 7.50 
0.75 
7.589 0.008 
D^epartment within a college. 
D^ivision within a department, section within a department, program 
within a department, other. 
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Staff 
Program Organization 
Department Dlv., 
Prog. 
Sec., 
, Other 
N Mean •N Mean 
F F 
S.D. S.D. Value Probability 
27 8.11 0.85 
23 7.82 
0.92 
1.403 0.242 
27 7.61 
1.11 
23 7.09 
1.65 
1.785 0.188 
26 7.93 
0.85 
23 7.98 
0.69 
0.041 0.839 
27 7.86 
1.07 
23 7.57 
0.91 
1.092 0.301 
27 7.90 
1.21 
23 7.49 
1.09 
1.559 0.218 
26 7.88 
0.85 
23 7.59 
0.77 
1.536 0.221 
Table 31. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
implementation of management functions by agricultural 
teacher education program leaders and staff when compared 
with program organization. 
Leaders 
Department 
Program Organization 
Div. Sec.,  ^
Prog., Other 
Management 
Functions 
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 26 7.16 0.94 22 
6.71 
1.51 1.653 0.205 
Organizing 26 7.32 0.96 22 
6.50 
1.35 5.947 0.019 
Staffing 26 7.52 0.64 22 
7.07 
1.25 2.592 0.114 
Directing 26 7.40 0.74 22 
6.75 
1.39 4.319 0.043 
Controlling 27 6.95 1.19 22 
6.74 
1.05 0.440 0.511 
Total 25 7.25 0.65 22 
6.75 
1.05 3.941 0.053 
D^eparment within a college. 
D^ivision within a department, section within a department, program 
within a department, other. 
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Staff 
Program Organization 
Department Dlv. 
ProK. 
Sec. 
, Other 
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
27 6.79 1.03 23 
6.12 
1.81 
2.667 0.109 
27 6.49 
1.40 
23 6.22 
1.64 
0.405 0.528 
27 
27 
6.63 
1.17 
6.45 
1.57 
23 
23 
6.78 
1.13 
6.22 
1.73 
0.220 
0.256 
0.641 
0.615 
27 
27 
6.43 
1.35 
6.56 
1.00 
23 
23 
5.77 
1.58 
6.22 
1.26 
2.496 
1.102 
0.121 
0.299 
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Comparison of the level of Importance and Implementation of management 
functions by leaders and staff with college administration 
The findings of the level of importance and the level of implemen­
tation of management functions as perceived by program leaders and staff 
when compared with college administration are presented in this section. 
College administration was divided into two groups; (1) administration 
through the college of agriculture only, and administration primarily 
through the college of agriculture, but staff have joint appointments in 
education; and (2) administration through the college of education only, 
and administration primarily through the college of education, but staff 
have joint appointments in agriculture. 
When the level of Importance of management functions as rated by 
program leaders or as rated by program staff were compared with the 
type of college administration, none of the F-values were found to be 
significant at the .05 level. These findings are presented in Table 32. 
No management function mean ratings were found to be significant 
at the .05 level when the level of implementation of management 
functions as perceived by program leaders were compared with the type 
of college administration. These data are shown in Table 33. 
Table 32. Means, standard deviations, and F-values for the level of 
importance of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and staff when compared with 
college administration 
Leaders 
College Administration 
Agriculture^  Education^  
Management 
Functions 
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 30 8.22 0.79 15 
7.85 
0.81 2.126 0.152 
Organizing 30 7.77 0.88 15 
7.52 
0.98 0.746 0.393 
Staffing 30 8.07 0.93 15 
7.88 
0.91 0.396 0.532 
Directing 30 7.88 1.11 15 
7.75 
1.01 0.134 0.716 
Controlling 30 7.65 0.96 15 
7.83 
0.79 0.407 0.527 
Total 30 7.91 0.78 15 
7.77 
0.79 0.359 0.552 
A^griculture only; agriculture primarily, but staff have joint 
appointments in education. 
E^ducation only; education primarily, but staff have joint appoint­
ments in agriculture. 
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Staff 
College Administration 
Agriculture® Education 
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
30 8.08 0.81 16 
7.72 
1.02 1.702 0.199 
30 7.58 1.21 16 
7.25 
1.59 0.604 0.441 
29 7.91 0.87 16 
8.05 
0.59 0.340 0.563 
30 7.63 1.05 16 
7.84 
0.98 0.440 0.511 
30 7.70 1.21 16 
7.61 
1.21 0.059 0.810 
29 7.77 0.83 16 
7.69 
0.87 0.082 0.776 
Table 33. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
Implementation of management functions by agricultural 
teacher education program leaders and staff when compared 
with college administration 
Leaders 
College Administration 
Agriculture* Education^  
Management 
Functions 
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 29 7.13 0.97 15 
6.85 
1.66 0.501 0.483 
Organizing 30 7.23 0.89 15 
6.63 
1.57 2.693 0.108 
Staffing 30 7.43 0.82 15 
7.12 
1.25 1.052 0.311 
Directing 29 7.25 0.76 15 
6.68 
1.61 2.543 0.118 
Controlling 30 6.77 0.98 15 
6.92 
1.43 0.172 0.681 
Total 29 7.16 0.60 15 
6.84 
1.30 1.241 0.272 
*Agriculture only; agriculture primarily, but staff have joint 
appointments in education. 
E^ducation only; education primarily, but staff have joint appoint­
ments in agriculture. 
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Staff 
College Administration 
Agriculture* Education^  
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
30 6.88 1.04 16 
5.70 
1.73 8.256 0.006 
30 6.48 1.40 16 
6.19 
1.73 0.373 0.544 
30 6.77 1.08 16 
6.47 
1.19 0.740 0.394 
30 6.66 1.28 16 
5.56 
2.04 5.024 0.030 
30 6.38 1.26 16 
5.33 
1.65 5.813 0.020 
30 6.63 0.92 16 
5.85 
1.31 5.557 0.023 
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When the level of implementation of management functions as rated 
by program staff were compared with the type of college administration, 
the mean ratings for three functions and the total management rating 
were significantly different at the .05 level. The three management 
functions included planning, directing, and controlling. The level of 
implementation was rated significantly higher in all four categories by 
staff whose programs were administered solely or partially through the 
college of agriculture, than by those staff whose programs are adminis­
tered solely or partially through the college of education. These 
findings are presented in Table 33. 
Comparison of the level of importance and implementation of management 
functions as perceived by leaders and staff with institution classifi­
cation 
This section presents the findings of the level of importance and 
the level of implementation of management functions as perceived by 
program leaders and staff when compared with institution classification. 
Institution classification was separated into three groups: (1) land 
grant (1862), (2) land grant (1890), and (3) state school. 
When the level of importance of management functions as rated by 
program leaders were compared with the type of institution, the mean 
ratings for two management functions, organizing and controlling were 
found to be significantly different at the .05 level. The Scheffé test 
showed that the program leaders from one or both types of land grant 
Institutions rated these functions significantly higher than did the 
leaders from the state schools. These findings are presented in 
Table 34. 
Table 34. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
importance of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and staff when compared with 
institution classification 
Leaders 
Institution Classification 
Land Grant 
1862 
Land Grant 
1890 
State 
School 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 32 8.09 0.74 5 
8.30 
0.21 " m 1.217 0.306 
Organizing 31 7.77 0.94 5 
8.00 
0.18 3.782 0.031 
Staffing 31 8.15 0.74 5 
7.95 
0.41 " m 0.850 0.434 
Directing 32 8.04 0.95 5 
8.15 
0.49 " I'.fi 2.214 0.121 
Controlling 32 8.01 0.82 5 
7.40 
0.91 " l:?3 5.635 0.007 
Total 31 7.99 0.72 5 
7.96 
0.26 " 0:97 3.135 0.053 
Ill 
Staff 
Institution Classification 
Land Grant 
1862 
Land Grant 
1890 
State 
School 
N Mean N Mean N Mean 
S.D. S.D. S.D. 
8.11 
fi 7.42 1 1 7.84 
0.62 D 1.71 0.95 
7.52 A 7.17 1 1 6.96 
1.14 0 2.07 11 1.71 
7.94 7.92 1 1 7.91 
0.66 0 0.82 11 1.05 
7.73 
Cs. 
7.92 1 1 7.50 
1.01 D 0.82 11 1.10 
7.98 £ 7.83 1 1 6.75 
0.94 D 1.13 11 1.35 
7.85 £ 7.65 1 1 7.39 
0.67 D 0.99 11 1.06 
F 
Value Probability 
32 
32 
31 
32 
32 
31 
1.718 
0.707 
0.009 
0.371 
5.528 
1.324 
0.191 
0.498 
0.991 
0.693 
0.007 
0.276 
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Only one management function, controlling, had significantly 
different means at the .05 level, when the level of Importance of 
management functions as rated by program staff were compared with the 
type of institution. Staff from land grant (1862) institutions rated 
this function significantly higher than did the staff at the state 
schools, as shown by the Scheffe test. Table 34 shows these findings. 
None of the F-ratios for the management functions were significant 
at the .05 level when the level of implementation of management functions 
as perceived by program leaders were compared with the type of institu­
tion. Table 35 shows these findings. 
When the level of implementation of management functions as rated 
by program staff were compared with the type of institution, none of 
the F-ratlos for the management functions were significant at the .05 
level. These data are shown in Table 35. 
Table 35. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
implementation of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and staff when compared with 
Institution classification 
Leaders 
Institution Classification 
Land Grant 
1862 
Land Grant 
1890 
State 
School 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. " 
Mean 
S.D. 
6.85 C 7.50 , 7.11 
1.28 J 0.69 1.33 
6.94 c 7.65 6.73 
1.29 J 0.52 1.20 
7.29 c 7.65 .. 7.39 
0.95 3 0.22 1.20 
7.06 c 7.60 7.21 
1.19 D 0.52 1.02 
6.91 c 6.95 ,, 6.80 
1.18 D 1.02 1.02 
6.98 c 7.47 7.05 
0.93 D 0.34 0.86 
F 
Value Probability 
Planning 31 
Organizing 31 
Staffing 31 
Directing 31 
Controlling 32 
Total 30 
0.672 
1.004 
0.305 
0.541 
0.053 
0.674 
0.516 
0.375 
0.739 
0.586 
0.949 
0.515 
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Staff 
Institution Classification 
Land Grant Land Grant State 
1862 1890 School 
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
6.54 6.00 6.91 
1.30 D 1.38 1.62 
6.63 5.46 6.16 
1.35 0 2.06 1.57 
6.62 r 6.54 7.21 
1.09 0 1.24 1.09 
6.38 c. 5.08 6.98 
1.62 0 1.73 1.42 
6.41 5.13 6.14 
1.13 O 2.44 1.41 
6.52 5.64 6.68 
0.93 0 1.64 1.16 
F 
Value Probability 
32 
32 
32 
32 
32 
32 
0.849 
1.724 
1.256 
2.767 
2.148 
1.991 
0.435 
0.190 
0.295 
0.073 
0.128 
0.148 
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Comparison of the level of Ifflpôrtdncé and Implementation of management 
functions by leaders and staff with institution enrollment 
This section presents the findings of the level of importance and 
the level of implementation of management functions as perceived by 
program leaders and staff when compared with institution enrollment. 
Institution enrollment was divided into three groups: (1) enrollment 
less than or equal to 13,000, (2) enrollment of 13,001 to 24,000, and 
(3) enrollment of 24,001 to 63,000. 
None of the F-ratios for the management functions were significant 
at the .05 level when either the level of importance or the level of 
implementation as rated by program leaders or as rated by program staff 
were compared with institution enrollment. Tables 36 and 37 present 
these findings. 
Comparison of the level of importance and implementation of management 
functions by leaders and staff with enrollment of undergraduate 
agricultural education primary major students 
The findings of the level of importance and the level of implementa­
tion of management functions as perceived by program leaders and staff 
when compared with the enrollment of undergraduate agricultural education 
primary major students are presented in this section. The independent 
variable was divided into three groups: (1) undergraduate primary major 
enrollment less than or equal to 60, (2) enrollment of 61 to 120, and (3) 
enrollment of 121 to 205. 
Table 36. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
importance of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and staff when compared with 
institution enrollment 
Leaders 
Institution Enrollment 
< 13,000 13,001-24,000 24,001-63,000 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F F 
Value Probability 
Planning 17 7.78 1.28 16 
7.91 
0.71 16 
8.36 
0.57 1.800 0.177 
Organizing 16 7.50 1.32 16 
7.39 
0.94 16 
7.81 
0.79 0.711 0.497 
Staffing 16 7.86 1.13 16 
7.91 
0.88 16 
8.23 
0.60 0.834 0.441 
Directing 17 7.79 1.23 16 
7.83 
0.91 16 
7.94 
1.02 0.081 0.922 
Controlling 17 7.54 1.18 16 
7.70 
0.61 16 
7.94 
0.81 0.781 0.464 
Total 16 7.65 1.02 16 
7.75 
0.64 16 
8.06 
0.63 1.161 0.322 
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Staff 
Institution Enrollment 
< 13,000 13,001-24,000 24 ,001-63,000 
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
'• F 
Probability 
" m 8.02  ^ 0.90 16 7.95 0.63 0.025 0.975 
" m " 1:56 16 7.23 1.24 0.108 0.898 
" li# ,7 8.03 ' 0.77 15 7.68 0.56 1.416 0.253 
" m 8.04 ' 0.86 16 7.34 0.96 2.141 0.129 
" m 17 7.87 0.83 16 7.31 1.42 1.414 0.253 
" m 17 7.88 0.74 15 7.47 0.78 1.163 0.321 
Table 37. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
Implementation of management functions by agricultural 
teacher education program leaders and staff when compared 
with institution enrollment 
Leaders 
Institution Enrollment 
< 13,000 13,001-24,000 24,001-63,000 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F F 
Value Probability 
Planning 17 6.88 1.28 16 
6.83 
1.36 15 
7,17 
1.12 0.322 0.727 
Organizing 16 7.06 1.14 16 
6.84 
1.28 16 
6.92 
1.30 0.128 0.880 
Staffing 16 7.31 1.04 16 
7.05 
1.10 16 
7.58 
0.77 1.176 0.318 
Directing 17 7.34 0.94 16 
6.80 
1.57 15 
7.17 
0.67 0.990 0.380 
Controlling 17 6.96 1.11 16 
6.78 
1.32 16 
6.83 
0.98 0.104 0.902 
Total 16 7.08 0.82 16 
6.86 
1.12 15 
7.12 
0.69 0.386 0.682 
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Staff 
Institution Enrollment 
13,000 13 ,001-24,000 24,001-63, 000 
N Mean S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
17 6.65 1.42 17 
6.72 
1.60 16 
6.05 
1.35 1.041 0.361 
17 6.37 1.43 17 
6.28 
1.63 16 
6.45 
1.54 0.053 0.949 
17 7.19 1.02 17 
6.60 
1.28 16 
6.28 
0.95 2.936 0.063 
17 6.69 1.27 17 
6.37 
2.03 16 
5.95 
1.51 0.839 0.438 
17 6.60 1.58 17 
5.72 
1.65 16 
6.05 
1.07 1.577 0.217 
17 6.70 1.02 17 
6.34 
1.37 16 
6.16 
0.93 1.000 0.376 
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When the level of importance of management functions as rated by 
program leaders were compared with the enrollment of undergraduate 
primary major students, no mean ratings of the management functions were 
significantly different at the .05 level. These findings are reported 
in Table 38. 
The F-ratio for the management function of staffing was significant 
at the .05 level when the level of importance of management functions as 
perceived by program staff was compared with the undergraduate agricul­
tural education primary major enrollment. The Scheffe test showed this 
management function to be rated significantly higher at the .05 level 
by those staff persons whose programs have undergraduate primary major 
student enrollment of 61 to 120 as opposed to those staff persons in 
programs with enrollments of less than or equal to 60. Table 38 presents 
these findings. 
When the level of implementation of management functions as rated 
by program leaders or as rated by program staff were compared with the 
enrollment of undergraduate primary major students in agricultural 
education, none of the F-ratios were significant at the .05 level. 
Table 39 presents these findings. 
Table 38. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
importance of mangement functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and staff when compared with 
enrollment of undergraduate agricultural education primary 
major students 
Leaders 
Number of Agricultural Education Primary Majors 
< 60 61-120 121-205 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean „ 
S.D. " 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 17 8.18 0.75 ' 
7.93 
0.94 13 
7.89 
1.18 0.429 0.654 
Organizing 16 fi# " 
7.68 
0.86 13 
7.42 
1.17 0.205 0.815 
Staffing 16 8.08 0.73 ' 
7.71 
1.20 13 
8.29 
0.55 1.641 0.206 
Directing 17 8.00 ,7 1.03 
7.68 
1.08 13 
7.79 
1.09 0.402 0.671 
Controlling 17 7.68 0.92 13 
7.50 
0.92 1.450 0.246 
Total 16 m " 7.73 0.87 13 7.78 0.83 0.279 0.758 
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Staff 
Number of Agricultural Education Primary Majors 
< 60 61-120 121-205 
N Mean S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
8.06 
0.58 18 
8.01 
1.15 13 
7.75 
0.84 0.490 0.616 
7.22 
1.40 18 
7.58 
1.57 13 
7.15 
1.26 0.429 0.654 
7.68 
0.73 17 
8.35 
0.51 13 
7.69 
0.91 4.733 0.014 
7.65 
0.94 18 
8.01 
0.91 13 
7.35 
1.18 1.733 0.188 
7.66 
1.30 18 
8.08 
0.91 13 
7.13 
1.16 2.664 0.081 
7.65 
0.74 17 
8.00 
0.80 13 
7.42 
0.90 2.022 0.144 
Table 39. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
implementation of management functions by agricultural 
teacher education program leaders and staff when compared 
with enrollment of undergraduate agricultural education 
primary major students 
Leaders 
Number of Agricultural Education Primary Majors 
< 60 61-120 121-205 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 17 6.93 
0.98 16 
6.75 
1.50 13 
7.23 
1.24 0.533 0.591 
Organizing 16 6.83 1.11 17 
6.94 
1.42 13 
7.06 
1.21 0.119 0.888 
Staffing 16 7.11 0.78 17 . 
7.18 
1.31 13 
7.79 
0.49 2.139 0.130 
Directing 17 7.21 0.86 16 
6.70 
1.53 13 
7.39 
0.82 1.472 0.241 
Controlling 17 7.19 0.97 17 
6.84 
1.29 13 
6.48 
1.08 1.473 0.240 
Total 16 7.02 0.70 16 
6.87 
1.18 13 
7.19 
0.74 0.444 0.645 
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Staff 
Number of Agricultural Education Primary Majors 
<60 61-120 121-205 
N Mean S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
17 6.63 1.42 18 
6.13 
1.40 13 
6.77 
1.72 0.837 0.440 
17 6.54 1.32 18 
5.96 
1.74 13 
6.67 
1.43 1.028 0.366 
17 6.74 
0.91 
18 6.39 
1.37 
13 6.96 
1.09 
0.988 0.380 
17 6.62 1.57 
18 5.75 1.80 13 
6.67 
1.38 1.727 0.189 
17 6.74 0.70 18 
5.68 
1.79 13 
5.69 
1.51 
3.032 0.058 
17 6.65 
0.89 
18 5.98 
1.27 
13 6.55 
1.18 
1.800 0.177 
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Comparison of the level of importance and implementation of management 
functions by leaders and staff with the number of on-campus Master's 
degree students 
The findings presented in this section show the level of importance 
and the level of implementation of management functions as perceived by 
program leaders and staff when compared with the number of on-campus 
Master's degree students. The number of on-campus Master's degree stu­
dents was divided into three sections: (1) zero to three students, 
(2) four to ten, and (3) 11 to 32 on-campus Master's degree students. 
Only one F-ratio, was significant at the .05 level when either the 
level of importance or the level of implementation as rated by program 
leaders or as rated by program staff were compared with the number of 
on-campus Master's degree students. This one function was staffing and 
was significant at the .05 level when the level of implementation of 
management functions was rated by leaders. However, the Scheffe test 
of significance failed to show any two groups to be significantly 
different at the .05 level. At the .10 level, the Scheffe test showed 
leaders with programs having only zero to three on-campus Master's 
degree students to rate the implementation of staffing function signi­
ficantly lower than did those with four to ten students or those with 
11 to 32 on-campus Master's degree students. These findings are 
presented in Tables 40 and 41. 
Table 40. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
importance of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and staff when compared with the 
number of on-campus master's degree students 
Leaders 
Number of On-Campus Master's Students 
0-3 3-10 11-32 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 15 7.72 1.37 18 
7.97 
0.59 14 
8.36 
0.68 1.719 0.191 
Organizing 14 7.29 1.50 18 
7.51 
0.80 14 
7.91 
0.75 1.280 0.288 
Staffing 14 7.71 1.30 18 
8.01 
0.68 14 
8.27 
0.64 1.313 0.280 
Directing 15 7.68 1.20 18 
7.58 
1.08 14 
8.29 
0.70 2.044 0.142 
Controlling 15 7.77 0.94 18 
7.53 
0.97 14 
8.04 
0.65 1.316 0.279 
Total 14 7.58 1.08 18 
7.72 
0.66 14 
8.17 
0.55 2.177 0.126 
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Staff 
Number of On-Campus Master's Students 
0-3 4-10 11--32 
N Mean N Mean N Mean F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Probability 
16 7.92 
1.14 
18 8.04 
0.71 
14 7.89 
0.83 
0.126 0.882 
16 7.02 1.74 18 
7.31 
1.32 14 
7.75 
1.07 1.016 0.370 
16 8.03 0.72 17 
7.91 
0.94 14 
7.82 
0.63 0.270 0.764 
16 7.95 0.70 18 
7.65 
1.08 14 
7.48 
1.22 
0.837 0.440 
16 8.05 
0.76 
18 7.46 
1.41 
14 7.54 
1.19 
1.230 0.302 
16 7,80 0.69 17 
7.65 
0.98 14 
7.70 
0.81 0.119 
0.888 
Table 41. Means, standard deviations and F-value for the level of 
implementation of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and staff when compared with the 
number of on-campus master's degree students 
Leaders 
Number of On-Campus Master's Students 
0-3 4-10 11-32 
Management  ^
Functions 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean F F 
S.D. Value Probability 
Planning 15 
Organizing 14 
Staffing 14 
Directing 15 
Controlling 15 
Total 14 
6.42 
1. 19 
6. 55 
1. 28 
6. 79 
1. 18 
6. 88 
1. 01 
6. 82 
1. 12 
6. 64 
0. 86 
17 
18 
18 
17 
18 
17 
7.04 
1. 04 
7. 04 
1. 24 
7. 54 
0. 61 
7. 03 
0. 88 
6. 89 
0. 99 
7. 10 
0. 55 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
14 
7.41 
1 
00 m
 
7 .18 
1 .17 
7 .59 
1 .00 
7 .36 
1 .52 
6 .89 
1 .40 
7 .29 
1.17 
2.570 
1.007 
3.394 
0.643 
0.021 
2.064 
0.088 
0.374 
0.043 
0.531 
0.980 
0.140 
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Staff 
Number of On-Campus Master's Students 
0-3 4-10 11-•32 
N Mean N Mean N Mean F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Probability 
16 6.27 
1.89 
18 6.50 
0.91 
14 6.70 
1.66 
0.305 0.739 
16 5.88 1.87 18 
6.26 
1.33 14 
7.04 
1.10 2.357 
0.106 
16 6.70 
1.36 18 
6.49 
1.10 14 
6.86 
0.98 
0.414 0.664 
16 5.81 
2.12 
18 6.31 
1.21 
14 6.88 
1.38 
1.616 0.210 
16 6.17 
1.82 
18 5.94 
1.13 
14 6.07 
1.52 
0.098 0.907 
16 6.17 
1.46 
18 6.30 
0.84 
14 6.71 
1.06 
0.898 0.415 
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Comparison of thé level of importance and implementation of management 
functions by program leaders and staff with the number of doctoral, ~ 
students 
The findings of the level of importance and the level of implemen­
tation of management functions as rated by program leaders and staff as 
compared with the number of doctoral students, are presented in this 
section. The number of doctoral students was divided into three groups: 
(1) those programs which had no doctoral students, (2) those with one 
to five, and (3) those with eight to 29. 
None of the F-ratios for the management functions were found to be 
significant at the ,05 level when the level of importance of management 
functions as perceived by program leaders were compared with the number 
of doctoral students. These findings are presented in Table 42. 
When the level of implementation of management functions as rated 
by program leaders were analyzed by the number of doctoral candidates, 
the mean rating for the function of planning and the total management 
rating were significantly different at the .05 level. However, at the 
.05 level the Scheffe test only showed where the significant difference 
existed with the planning function and not the total rating. It did show 
the difference at the .10 level. The difference in the level of imple­
mentation for both planning and the total existed between groups two and 
three, where those leaders whose agricultural education programs had a 
larger number of doctoral candidates (8 to 29) significantly rated the 
function of planning higher than did the leaders whose programs had from 
one to five doctoral students. These findings are presented in Table 43. 
Table 42. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
importance of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and staff when compared with the 
number of doctoral.students 
Leaders 
Number of Doctoral Students 
0 1-5 8-29 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 23 7.89 1.19 15 
7.95 
0.70 9 
8.39 
0.45 0.923 0.405 
Organizing 22 7.47 1.19 15 
7.45 
1.06 9 
8.00 
0.57 0.950 0.395 
Staffing 22 7.94 1.04 15 
7.97 
0.84 9 
8.19 
0.75 0.249 0.781 
Directing 23 7.86 1.12 15 
7.85 
1.03 9 
7.69 
1.04 0.082 0.921 
Controlling 23 7.67 1.05 15 
7.85 
0.73 9 
7.81 
0.71 0.191 0.827 
Total 22 7.74 0.94 15 
7.81 
0.73 9 
8.02 
0.59 0.375 0.689 
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Staff 
Number of Doctoral Students 
1-5 8-29 
N Mean N Mean N Mean F F 
S.D. S.D. S.D. Value Probability 
23 8.17 
0.84 
16 7.72 
1.08 
9 7.83 
0.53 
1.367 0.265 
23 7.47 
1.28 
16 7.20 
1.86 
9 7.25 
0.84 
0.180 0.836 
22 7.98 0.89 16 
7.84 9 7.94 0.136 0.873 
0.77 0.46 
23 7.86 
0.99 
16 7.83 
0.87 
9 7.08 
1.17 
2.183 0.125 
23 7.80 16 7.63 9 7.44 0.321 0.727 1.13 1.30 1.12 
22 7.85 
0.85 
16 7.64 
0.92 
9 7.51 
0.59 
0.607 0.549 
Table 43. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
implementation of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and staff when compared with the 
number of doctoral students 
Leaders 
Number of Doctoral Students 
0 1-15 8-29 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 23 7.12 1.21 15 
6.22 
1.22 8 
7.84 
0.40 6.010 0.005 
Organizing 22 6.93 1.19 15 
6.60 
1.17 9 
7.50 
1.39 1.528 0.229 
Staffing 22 7.36 1.03 15 
6.95 
1.02 9 
7.86 
0.45 2.641 0.083 
Directing 23 7.38 0.96 15 
6.50 
1.42 8 
7.31 
0.59 3.188 0.051 
Controlling 23 7.11 1.24 15 
6.62 
1.15 9 
6.67 
0.77 1.021 0.368 
Total 22 7.16 0.88 15 
6.58 
0.99 8 
7.44 
0.33 3.263 0.048 
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Staff 
Number of Doctoral Students 
0 1-5 8-29 
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
23 6.67 
1.60 
16 6.19 
1.52 
9 6.50 
1.21 
0.492 0.615 
23 6.44 
1.41 
16 6.06 
1.75 
9 6.69 
1.46 
0.540 0.587 
23 6.84 
1.12 
16 6.38 
1.19 
9 6.75 
1.19 
0.788 0.461 
23 6.57 
1.74 
16 5.97 
1.71 
9 6.25 
1.22 
0.624 0.540 
23 6.41 1.29 16 
5.41 
1.72 9 
6.31 
1.15 2.516 0.092 
23 6.59 
1.05 
16 6.00 
1.35 
9 6.50 
0.88 
1.326 0.276 
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None of the F-ratios of the management functions were significant 
at the .05 level when the level of implementation of management func­
tions as perceived by staff were compared with the number of doctoral 
students. Table 43 shows these findings. 
Comparison of thé level of importance and implementation of management 
' functions by leaders and staff with thé number of staff persons 
For the comparison between the level of importance and implemen­
tation of management functions as perceived by program leaders and staff 
and the number of staff, the independent groups were divided into three 
categories: (1) programs with three staff, (2) four or five staff, and 
(3) six to 18 staff. 
When the level of importance of management functions as rated by 
program leaders or as rated by program staff were compared with the 
number of staff, none of the mean ratings were significantly different 
at the .05 level. Table 44 presents these data. 
When the level of implementation of management functions as rated 
by program leaders were compared with the number of staff, the F-ratio 
for the function of staffing was significant at the .05 level. Leaders 
with programs consisting of six to 18 staff members, rated this function 
to be implemented significantly higher than did those leaders whose 
programs consisted of only three staff members. The difference was 
shown using the Scheffe test. Table 45 shows these findings. 
None of the F-ratios of the management functions were significant 
at the .05 level when the level of implementation of management functions 
as perceived by staff were compared with the number of staff persons. 
Table 44. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
Importance of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and staff when compared with the 
number of staff persons 
Leaders 
Number of Staff Persons 
3 4—5 6—18 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 20 7.69 1.18 19 
8.16 
0.72 10 
8.38 
0.49 2.322 0.110 
Organizing 19 7.30 1.22 19 
7.51 
0.90 10 
8.18 
0.62 2.539 0.090 
Staffing 19 7.68 1.14 19 
8.18 
0.67 10 
8.25 
0.57 2.081 0.137 
Directing 20 7.65 1.07 19 
7.96 
1.07 10 
8.05 
0.99 0.648 0.528 
Controlling 20 7.65 0.93 19 
7.68 
0.10 10 
7.95 
0.70 0.388 0.680 
Total 19 7.56 0.93 19 
7.90 
0.69 10 
8.16 
0.54 2.194 0.123 
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Staff 
Number of Staff Persons 
3 4—5 6—18 
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
20 7.99 0.93 20 
7.99 
0.96 10 
7.93 
0.69 0.019 0.981 
20 7.41 
1.32 20 
7.19 
1.65 10 
7.65 
0.98 0.373 0.691 
20 8.16 
0.77 19 
7.79 
0.85 10 
7.85 
0.57 1.272 0.290 
20 7.93 
0.82 
20 7.80 
0.98 
10 7.18 
1.25 
2.058 0.139 
20 7.79 
1.02 
20 7.63 
1.33 
10 7.72 
1.16 
0.095 0.909 
20 7.86 0.73 19 
7.66 
0.97 10 
7.67 
0.74 0.317 0.730 
Table 45. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
Implementation of management functions by agricultural 
teacher education program leaders and staff when compared 
with the.number of staff persons 
Leaders 
Number of Staff Persons 
3 4-5 6-18 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 20 6.72 1.17 19 
6.99 
1.46 9 
7.39 
0.81 0.896 0.415 
Organizing 19 6.74 1.14 19 
6.74 
1.37 10 
7.73 
0.75 2.814 0.071 
Staffing 19 6.90. 1.11 19 
7.42 
0.89 10 
7.90 
0.46 4.092 0.023 
Directing 20 6.88 
1.00 
19 7.17 1.40 9 
7.47 
0.59 0.929 0.402 
Controlling 20 6.95 
1.00 
19 6.83 1.39 10 
6.73 
0.86 0,139 0.871 
Total 19 6.80 0.83 19 
7.03 
1.04 9 
7.45 
0.42 1.702 0.194 
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Staff 
Number of Staff Persons 
3 4-5 6-18 
N Mean 
S.D. 
N Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
20 6.58 1.70 20 
6.49 
1.42 10 
6.28 
1.11 
0.135 0.874 
20 6.54 1.49 20 
6.14 
1.59 10 
6.48 
1.46 0.377 0.688 
20 7.13 
1.01 20 
6.38 
1.20 10 
6.50 
1.10 
2.503 0.093 
20 6.78 
1.47 20 
6.13 
1.98 10 
5.93 
1.00 1.217 0.305 
20 6.41 
1.45 20 
5.95 
1.51 10 
5.90 
1.55 
0.622 0.541 
20 6.69 1.10 20 
6.22 
1.24 
10 6.22 0.94 1.044 
0.360 
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Comparison of thé level of importance and implementation of management 
functions by leaders and staff with leaders * title 
The independent variable, leader title consisted of three levels: 
(1) department head, (2) department chairperson, and (3) division chair­
person, program leader, section leader, and others. 
When the level of importance of management functions as rated by 
program leaders were compared with the leaders title, no F-ratios for 
the .management functions were significant at the .05 level. Table 46 
shows these findings. 
The mean ratings for two functions, organizing and controlling, as 
well as the total management rating were found to be significantly 
different at the .05 level when the level of importance of management 
functions as rated by staff were compared with the leaders title. 
However, the Scheffe test only showed the significant difference to 
exist at the .05 level for the organizing function, where staff whose 
program leaders were titled department head rated this function signifi­
cantly higher than did those staff whose leaders' titles were division 
chairperson, program leader, section leader or other. The Scheffe test 
did show the difference for the mean ratings for the function of 
controlling and the total at the .10 level. The mean ratings for the 
level of importance of the controlling function was significantly rated 
higher by staff whose leaders were titled department heads then by 
either of the other two groups. Group one also ranked the importance of 
the total significantly higher than did group 3. These findings are 
presented in Table 46. 
Table 46. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
importance of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and staff when compared with the 
leaders' title 
Leaders 
Leader Title 
Dept. Head Dept. Chair  ^ Other Titles^  
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 24 8.23 0.88 10 
8.25 
0.69 9 
7.42 
1.11 2.972 0.063 
Organizing 23 7.80 0.92 10 
7.55 
1.18 9 
7.33 
0.98 0.782 0.464 
Staffing 23 8.22 0.73 10 
8.10 
0.41 9 
7.44 
1.33 2.816 0.072 
Directing 24 7.95 1.13 10 
8.13 
1.02 9 
7.42 
0.83 1.204 0.311 
Controlling 24 7.87 0.92 10 
7.70 
1.05 9 
7.31 
0.84 1.180 0.318 
Total 23 7.99 0.73 10 
7.95 
0.67 9 
7.38 
0.91 2.170 0.128 
D^ivision chairperson, program leader, section leader, other. 
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Staff 
Leader Title 
Dept. Head Dept. Chair Other Titles* 
N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
24 8.16 0.89 10 
7.78 
0.71 10 
7.58 
1.14 1.618 0.211 
24 7.80 0.96 10 
7.10 
1.43 10 
6.13 
1.78 6.093 0.005 
23 8.13 0.66 10 
7.70 
0.94 10 
7.93 
0.72 1.208 0.309 
24 7.90 1.09 10 
7.53 
1.04 10 
7.60 
0.53 0.645 0.530 
24 8.14 0.95 10 
7.18 
1.57 10 
7.13 
0.97 4.219 0.022 
23 8.02 0.74 10 
7.46 
0.97 10 
7.27 
0.71 3.868 0.029 
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When the level of implementation of management functions as 
perceived by program leaders and as perceived by program staff were 
compared with the leaders' titles, none of the mean ratings for the 
management functions were significantly different at the .05 level. 
Table 47 presents these findings. 
Comparison of the level of importance and implementation of management 
functions by staff with staffs' title 
This section compares the level of importance and the level of 
implementation of management functions as perceived by staff with the 
staffs' title. The independent variable, staff title, was divided into 
three levels: (1) assistant professor, (2) associate professor, and 
(3) professor. 
None of the F-ratios for the management functions were significant 
at the .05 level when the level of importance or the level of implemen­
tation as rated by staff were compared with the staffs' title. Tables 
48 and 49 report these findings. 
Comparison of the level of importance and implementation of management 
functions by leaders and staff with the length of leaders' current 
appointment 
This section compares the level of importance and the level of 
implementation of management functions as rated by program leaders and 
staff with the length of the leaders current appointment. The length 
of the leaders current appointment was divided into three groups: (1) 
1-3, (2) 4-8, and (3) 9-24 years. 
Table 47. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
Implementation of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and staff when compared with the 
leaders' title 
Leaders 
Leader Title 
Dept. Head Dept. Chair Other Titles* 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 23 7.33 1.07 10 
6.93 
0.82 9 
6.61 
1.51 1.431 0.251 
Organizing 23 7.46 1.03 10 
6.63 
1.04 9 
6.67 
1.39 2.754 0.076 
Staffing 23 7.64 0.73 10 
6.98 
0.70 9 
7.22 
1.44 2.051 0.142 
Directing 23 7.30 0.95 10 
6.93 
1.09 9 
7.22 
0.77 0.558 0.577 
Controlling 24 7.05 1.16 10 
6.55 
1.01 9 
6.75 
1.01 0.811 0.452 
Total 22 7.34 0.74 10 
6.80 
0.53 9 
6.89 
1.95 2.249 0.119 
D^ivision Chairperson, program leader, section leader, other. 
Staff 
Leader Title 
Dept. Head Dept . Chair Other Titles* 
N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
24 6.57 1.38 10 
6.15 
1.73 10 
6.08 
1.55 0.522 0.597 
24 6.53 1.39 10 
6.28 
1.49 10 
5.43 
1.72 1.947 0.156 
24 6.66 1.26 10 
6.78 
1.06 10 
6.75 
1.06 0.046 0.955 
24 6.54 1.66 10 
5.80 
1.67 10 
6.15 
1.67 0.745 0.481 
24 6.35 1.57 10 
6.33 
0.82 10 
5.25 
1.89 2.003 0.148 
24 6.53 1.13 10 
6.27 
1.09 10 
5.93 
1.26 0.990 0.380 
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Table 48. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
importance of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program staff when compared with the.staffs' title 
Staff 
Staff Title 
Assistant Associate Professor 
Professor Professor 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 13 7.92 1.04 16 
7.84 
0.77 19 
8.15 
0.93 0.515 0.601 
Organizing 13 7.42 1.28 16 
7.06 
1.44 19 
7.50 
1.49 0.449 0.641 
Staffing 13 7.87 0.98 16 
7.78 
0.72 
18 8.19 0.63 1.355 0.269 
Directing 13 7.85 1.21 16 
7.41 
1.11 19 
7.91 
0.75 1.191 0.313 
Controlling 13 7.81 1.29 16 
7.56 
1.32 19 
7.82 
1.02 0.232 0.794 
Total 13 7.77 0.99 16 
7.53 
0.86 18 
7.90 
0.70 0.840 0.438 
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Table 49. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
implementation of management functions by agricultural 
teacher education program staff when compared with the 
staffs* title. 
Staff 
Staff Titles 
Assistant Associate Professor 
Professor Professor 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 13 6.39 1.28 16 
6.47 
1.41 19 
6.57 
1.74 0.056 0.946 
Organizing 13 5.96 1.26 16 
6.08 
1.27 19 
6.88 
1.81 1.869 0.166 
Staffing 13 6.15 1.22 16 
6.77 
1.16 19 
6.96 
0.99 2.10 0.134 
Directing 13 5.56 1.50 16 
6.38 
1.20 19 
6.72 
1.94 2.059 0.140 
Controlling 13 5.42 1.21 16 
6.31 
1.45 19 
6.47 
1.62 2.160 0.127 
Total 13 5.90 0.90 16 
6.40 
0.98 19 
6.72 
1.34 2.096 0.135 
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None of the F-ratios for the management functions were significant 
at the .05 level when the level of importance of management functions as 
perceived by program leaders were compared with the length of their 
appointment. Table 50 shows these findings. 
When the level of importance of management functions as rated by 
staff were compared with the length of the leaders' appointment, the 
mean rating for one management function, that of planning, was signifi­
cantly different at the .05 level. The Scheffé test showed that both 
the staff whose leader's had been employed from one to three years and 
from four to eight years rated the level of importance of the planning 
function significantly higher than did the staff whose leaders had been 
employed in their current positions from nine to 24 years. These find­
ings as shown in Table 50. 
None of the F-ratios for the functions of management were signifi­
cant at the .05 level when the level of Implementation of management 
functions as rated by program leaders or as rated by program staff were 
compared to the length of the leaders' current appointment. Table 51 
shows these findings. 
Table 50. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
importance of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders and staff when compared with the 
length of agricultural education leaders' current appointment 
Leaders 
Length in Years of Agricultural Education Leaders' Current 
Appointment 
1—3 4—8 9—24 
Management  ^
Functions 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 17 8.21 1.04 17 
7.78 
1.04 15 
8.05 
0.63 0.905 0.412 
Organizing 17 7.71 1.21 17 
7.46 
1.06 14 
7.54 
0.78 0.250 0.780 
Staffing 17 8.13 0.61 17 
7.82 
1.31 14 
8.05 
0.49 0.535 0.590 
Directing 17 7.99 1.03 17 
7.59 
1.14 15 
8.00 
0.96 0.827 0.444 
Controlling 17 7.72 0.92 17 
7.77 
0.92 15 
7.68 
0.93 0.031 0.969 
Total 17 7.95 0.75 17 
7.68 
0.98 14 
7.82 
0.59 0.477 0.624 
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Staff 
Length in Years of Agricultural Education Leaders' Current 
Appointment 
1-3 4—8 9-24 
N 
Mean 
s. D. 
oo
| 
21 
0. 70 
7. 79 
14 
7. 90 
0. 56 
7. 74 
0. 95 
7. 62 
28 
7. 
m
 
00 
N Mean 
s. D. 
8. 27 
0. 51 
7. 53 
1. 34 
8. 22 
0. 81 
7. 94 
1. 14 
7. 96 
0. 99 
7. 98 
N Mean F F Value Probability S .D. 
7 .42 
1 .12 
6 .75 
1 .54 
7 .72 
0 .89 
7 .48 
0 .89 
7 .55 
1 .23 
7 .34 
0.77 0.79 
16 
16 
15 
16 
16 
15 
5.470 0.007 
2.649 0.081 
0.83 
1.840 
0.858 
0.583 
2.840 
0.170 
0.431 
0.562 
0.069 
Table 51. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
Implementation of management functions by agricultural 
teacher education program leaders and staff when compared 
With the length of agricultural education leaders' current 
appointment 
Leaders 
Years of Agricultural Education Leaders' Current 
Appointment 
1-3 4-8 9-24 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 16 7.20 1.10 17 
6.54 
1.52 15 
7.15 
0.95 1.466 0.242 
Organizing 17 7.32 1.14 17 
6.57 
1.51 .14 
6.93 
0.78 1.663 0.201 
Staffing 17 7.52 0.61 17 
7.06 
1.38 14 
7.38 
0.75 0.952 0.394 
Directing 16 7.17 0.92 17 
6.71 
1.48 15 
7.48 
0.69 2.037 0.142 
Controlling 17 6.90 1.29 17 
6.62 
1.08 15 
7.08 
0.99 0.693 0.505 
Total 16 7.22 0.66 17 
6.70 
1.18 14 
7.17 
0.59 1.779 0.181 
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Staff 
Years of Agricultural Education Leaders* Current 
Appointment 
1-3 4-8 9-24 
N Mean S .D. 
6 .94 
1 .06 
6 .56 
1 .37 
6 .79 
1 .26 
6 .24 
1 .63 
6 .46 
1 .04 
6 .60 
N Mean S .D. 
6 .57 
1 .66 
6 .44 
1 .39 
6 .75 
1 .19 
6 .56 
1 .56 
6 .25 
1 .37 
6 .52 
N Mean F F Value Probability S .D. 
lu
i 
.89 
1 .50 
6 .08 
1 .79 
6 .55 
1 .01 
6 .23 
1 .79 
5 .64 
1 .91 
6 .08 
1.00 1.15 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 1.23 
2.287 0.113 
0.443 0.645 
0.212 0.810 
0.214 0.808 
1.360 0.267 
0.999 0.376 
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Comparison of the level of Importance and implementation of management 
functions by leaders with years of high school vocatibrial agriculture 
teaching 
The independent variable of years of high school vocational agri­
culture teaching was divided into three levels: (1) one to four, (2) 
five to nine, and (3) ten to 22 years. 
When the level of importance of management functions as rated by 
leaders was compared with the number of years they had taught high 
school vocational agriculture, the F-value was found to be significant 
at the .05 level. The Scheffe test showed that those leaders who had 
taught vocational agriculture between five and nine years perceived the 
level of importance of all the management functions combined to be 
significantly higher than did those who had only taught from one to four 
years. Table 52 shows those findings. 
When the level of implementation of management functions as rated 
by leaders was compared with their length of teaching vocational agri­
culture, the mean ratings for two functions, planning and controlling, 
and the total management mean rating were found to be significantly 
different at the .05 level. The Scheffe test, however, only showed the 
function of planning to have two groups rated significantly different 
at the .05 level. The leaders who had taught high school vocational 
agriculture from five to nine years rated the level of implementation 
of planning higher than did those leaders who had taught only one to 
four years. At the .10 level, both, the mean ratings of the controlling 
function and the total were shown to be significantly different. The mean 
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Table 52. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
importance of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program leaders when compared with the number of 
years leaders have taught high school vocational agriculture 
Leaders 
Years Leaders Taught High School Vocational Agriculture 
1-4 5-9 10-22 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F F 
Value Probability 
Planning 13 7.60 1.41 22 
8.34 
0.53 14 
7.88 
0.75 3.052 0.057 
Organizing 12 7.10 1.51 22 
7.88 
0.71 14 
7.48 
0.87 2.362 0.106 
Staffing 12 7.71 1.26 22 
8.31 
0.64 14 
7.77 
0.77 2.581 0.087 
Directing 13 7.56 1.22 22 
8.17 
0.90 14 
7.63 
1.00 1.948 0.154 
Controlling 13 7.56 1.04 22 
8.05 
0.87 14 
7.38 
0.69 2.866 0.067 
Total 12 7.44 1.05 22 
8.15 
0.58 14 
7.63 
0.66 4.234 0.021 
rating for group two was significantly higher than for group three for 
the controlling function, while the mean rating for group two was 
significantly higher than the mean rating for group one for the total. 
Table 53 presents these findings. 
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Table 53. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
implementation of management functions by agricultural 
teacher education program leaders when compared with the 
number of years leaders have taught high school vocational 
agriculture 
Leaders 
Years Leader Taught High School Vocational Agriculture 
1-4 5-9 10-22 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F F 
Value Probability 
Planning 13 6.25 1.05 22 
7.43 
0.95 13 
6.85 
1.54 4.305 0.020 
Organizing 12 6.48 1.12 22 
7.28 
1.11 14 
6.80 
1.37 1.900 0.161 
Staffing 12 7.19 1.24 22 
7.58 
0.70 14 
7.00 
1.08 1.661 0.201 
Directing 13 7.00 1.04 22 
7.24 
0.95 13 
6.98 
1.49 0.283 0.755 
Controlling 13 6.56 1.19 22 
7.31 
0.88 14 
6.43 
1.22 3.599 0.035 
Total 12 6.63 0.77 22 
7.37 
0.62 13 
6.79 
1.16 3.764 0.031 
Comparison of the level of importance and implementation of management 
functions by staff with years of high school vocational agriculture 
teaching 
The independent variable of length of years staff had taught high 
school vocational agriculture was divided into three levels: (1) zero 
to four, (2) five to nine, and (3) 10 to 25 years. 
None of the F-ratios for the management functions were significant 
at the .05 level when the level of importance or the level of implemen-
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tatlon as rated by staff were compared with the length they had taught 
vocational high school agriculture. These findings are reported in 
Tables 54 and 55. 
Table 54. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
importance of management functions by agricultural teacher 
education program staff when compared with the number of 
years staff have taught high school vocational agriculture 
Staff 
Years Staff Taught High School Vocational Agriculture 
0-4 5-9 10-25 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F F 
Value Probability 
Planning 21 7.92 0.96 13 
8.12 
0.82 14 
7.96 
0.94 0.193 0.825 
Organizing 21 6.94 1.50 13 
8.10 
0.81 14 
7.21 
1.49 3.041 0.058 
Staffing 20 7.83 0.82 13 
8.29 
0.60 14 
7.86 
0.83 1.623 0.209 
Directing 21 7.69 0.86 13 
7.94 
1.19 14 
7.57 
1.11 0.456 0.637 
Controlling 21 7.61 1.26 13 
7.83 
1.29 14 
7.82 
1.00 0.193 0.825 
Total 20 7.58 0.86 13 
8.05 
0.80 14 
7.69 
0.82 1.349 0.270 
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Table 55. Means, standard deviations and F-values for the level of 
Implementation of management functions by agricultural 
teacher education program staff when compared with the 
number of years staff have taught high school vocational 
agriculture 
Staff 
Years Staff Taught High School Vocational 
Agriculture 
0-4 5-9 10-25 
Management 
Functions N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. N 
Mean 
S.D. 
F 
Value 
F 
Probability 
Planning 21 6.17 1.34 13 
6.52 
1.93 14 
6.93 
1.22 1.11 0.339 
Organizing 21 6.00 1.72 13 
6.67 
1.50 14 
6.63 
1.23 1.06 0.356 
Staffing 21 6.52 1.12 13 
6.62 
1.31 14 
6.96 
1.04 0.64 0.530 
Directing 21 6.04 1.91 13 
6.35 
1.72 14 
6.63 
1.10 0.54 0.588 
Controlling 21 6.13 1.59 13 
5.48 
1.63 14 
6.75 
0.98 2.57 0.088 
Total 21 6.17 1.26 13 
6.33 
1.22 14 
6.78 
0.84 1.22 0.305 
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Rank Order of Management Functions and Activities 
Both the program leaders and program staff were asked to rank the 
five functions of planning, organizing, staffing, directing, and control­
ling. They were also asked to rank a list of ten selected program 
management activities. The number of respondents and percent are 
reported for each of the individual rankings for both the management 
functions and the management activities. 
Table 56 reports the findings of the managment functions as ranked 
by the program leaders and staff. Both the leaders and the staff, in 
general terms, indicated that staffing and planning were of the greatest 
importance. Thirty-six or 75 percent of the leaders, and 34 or 70.8 
percent of the staff ranked staffing as either one or two. Thirty-seven, 
or 77.1 percent of the leaders, and 36 or 73.5 percent of the staff ranked 
planning either first or second. Organizing seemed to be placed next 
with 30 or 62.5 percent of the leaders, and 23 or 46.9 percent of the 
staff ranking it third. Directing followed with 36 or 75.0 percent of 
the leaders, and 28 or 56.0 percent of the staff ranking it fourth. 
Controlling received the lowest ranking, with 38 or 79.2 percent of the 
leaders, and 39 or 78,0 percent of the staff ranking it fifth. 
When the ten management activities were ranked by the program 
leaders and program staff, the spread among rankings was much greater. 
Again, looking at the rankings in general terms, the management activity 
of planning program goals, objectives and policies annually seemed to 
be of great importance. Securing support for planned programs and 
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Table 56. Number and percent of agricultural teacher education program 
management functions as ranked by program leaders and program 
staff 
High Rank Order Low 
Function 1 2 3 4 5 
Number/Percent 
Planning 
Leaders 17 20 8 2 1 
N=48 35.4 41.7 16.7 4.2 2.1 
Staff 21 15 9 4 0 
N=49 42.9 30.6 18.4 8.2 0.0 
Organizing 
Leaders 4 10 30 2 2 
N=48 8.3 20.8 62.5 4.2 4.2 
Staff 4 14 23 5 3 
N=49 8.2 28.6 46.9 10.2 6.1 
Staffing 
Leaders 24 12 6 3 3 
N=48 50.0 25.0 12.5 6.3 6.3 
Staff 22 12 10 4 0 
N=49 45.8 25.0 20.8 8.3 0.0 
Directing 
Leaders 1 5 2 36 4 
N=48 2.1 10.4 4.2 75.0 8.3 
Staff 2 7 5 28 8 
N=49 4.0 14.0 10.0 56.0 16.0 
Controlling 
Leaders 2 1 2 5 38 
a
 
00
 
4.2 2.1 4.2 10.4 79.2 
Staff 0 0 2 9 39 
N=50 0.0 0.0 4.0 18.0 78.0 
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coordinate assignments to compliment staff expertise were also ranked 
high, but a wider spread between the rankings was noted. Several 
management activities received a very wide range of rankings. These 
included, conducting regular staff meetings and informing staff of 
program activities and new developments. The management variables which 
seemed to be of less importance included, organizing and using a program 
advisory committee, and instructing new persons about policies and 
procedures. These findings are presented in Table 57. 
Table 57. Number and percent of agricultural teacher education program 
management activities as ranked by program leaders and 
program staff 
High Rank Order Low 
Management 
Activities 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Number/Percent 
7 8 9 10 
Organize and 
S^  
L 2 5 3 2 2 2 4 6 6 17 
use a program 
advisory 
committee 
4.2 
, 3 
10.4 
0 
4.2 
2 
4.2 
7 
4.2 
2 
4.2 
4 
8.3 
5 
12.5 
6 
12.5 
9 
35.4 
10 
6.3 0.0 4.2 14.6 4.2 8.3 10.4 12.5 18.8 20.8 
Plan program 
L 
S 
29 5 5 3 4 1 0 0 1 0 
goals, objec­
tives and 
policies 
annually 
60.4 
23 
10.4 
12 
10.4 
1 
6.3 
5 
8.3 
1 
2.1 
3 
0.0 
0 
0.0 
0 
2.1 
2 
0.0 
1 
47.9 25.0 2.1 10.4 2.1 6.3 0.0 0.0 4.2 2.1 
Secure 
L 
S 
5 16 7 1 2 7 3 2 3 2 
support 
for planned 
programs 
10.4 
6 
33.3 
12 
14.6 
10 
2.1 
5 
4.2 
4 
14.6 
2 
6.3 
6 
4.2 
3 
6.3 
0 
4.2 
0 
12.5 25.0 20.8 10.4 8.3 4.2 12.5 6.3 0.0 0.0 
Coordinate 
L 
S 
1 5 14 11 3 6 3 4 1 0 
assignments 
to compliment 
staff exper­
tise 
2.1 
3 
10.4 
11 
29.2 
16 
22.9 
4 
6.3 
3 
12.5 
3 
6.3 
2 
8.3 
3 
2.1 
2 
0.0 
1 
6.3 22.9 33.3 8.3 6.3 6.3 4.2 6.3 4.2 2.1 
Total N = 48 
a= Leaders 
b= Staff 
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Table 57. (Continued) 
High Rank Order Low 
Management 
Activités 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Number/Percent 
8 9 10 
Instruct new 
persons about 
policies and 
L 
0 0 0 4 3 3 7 7 14 10 
0.0 0.0 0.0 8.3 6.3 6.3 14.6 14.6 29.2 20.8 
procedures S 0 2 2 1 4 5 5 10 8 11 0.0 4.2 4.2 2.1 8.3 10.4 10.4 20.8 16.7 22.9 
Conduct 
L 
3 2 1 6 5 3 5 6 9 8 
regular 6.3 4.2 2.1 12.5 10.4 6.3 10.4 12.5 18.8 16.7 
staff 
meetings S 3 3 3 2 5 6 4 8 6 8 6.3 6.3 6.3 4.2 10.4 12.5 8.3 16.7 12.5 16.7 
Inform staff 
L 
1 2 6 5 6 3 9 7 6 3 
of program 2.1 4.2 12.5 10.4 12.5 6.3 18.8 14.6 12.5 6.3 
activities 
and new 
developments 
S 2 3 4 6 10 4 5 5 4 5 4.2 6.3 8.3 12.5 20.8 8.3 10.4 10.4 8.3 10.4 
Provide an 
L 
6 8 11 3 10 2 3 1 1 3 
environment 12.5 16.7 22.9 6.3 20.8 4.2 6.3 2.1 2.1 6.3 
for creative 
efforts 
by staff 
S 7 3 5 7 11 8 2 3 1 1 14.6 6.3 10.4 14.6 22.9 16.7 4.2 6.3 2.1 2.1 
Develop a 
L 
0 0 1 6 6 11 8 10 3 3 
plan for staff 0.0 0.0 2.1 12.5 12.5 22.9 16.7 20.8 6.3 6.3 
improvement 
S 1 2 3 3 3 9 8 5 7 7 2.1 4.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 18.8 16.7 10.4 14.6 14.6 
Recognize L 1 5 1 7 7 10 6 5 4 2 
staff 2.1 10.4 2.1 14.6 14.6 20.8 12.5 10.4 8.3 4.2 
achievements 
S 0 0 2 8 5 4 11 5 9 4 0.0 0.0 4.2 16.7 10.4 8.3 22.9 10.4 18.8 8.3 
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CHAPTER V. 
SUl-lMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary of Objectives and Procedures 
Statement of the problem 
Little emphasis has been placed on the management of university 
academic departments, particularly in agricultural teacher education. 
A need exists to fill the gap between the application of professional 
managerial knowledge in industry and business and that in the agricul­
tural teacher education university setting. 
Objectives of the study 
The primary objective of the study was to determine the level of 
importance and the level of implementation of management functions and 
activities in agricultural teacher education programs as perceived by 
program leaders and program staff. 
More specifically, this study was designed to; 
1. Identify selected characteristics of agricultural teacher 
education program leaders, program staff, institutions, and 
agricultural teacher education programs. 
2. Compare the program leaders' perceptions of the level of impor­
tance and the level of implementation of management functions 
and activities in agricultural teacher education programs with 
t-he staffs' perceptions of the level of importance and the level 
of implementation of management functions and activities in 
agricultural teacher education programs. 
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3. Compare the level of Importance and the level of implementation 
of management functions in agricultural teacher education 
programs as perceived by program leaders and program staff by: 
a. University, college and program organization and administra­
tion 
b. Size of agricultural education program 
c. Program leader and staff characteristics 
4. Determine and compare the rank order of the importance of agri­
cultural teacher education program management functions arid 
selected management activities as perceived by program leaders 
and program staff. 
Methods 
The population of the study was comprised of agricultural teacher 
educators in four-year institutions, whose programs consisted of at 
least three individuals, including one program leader and two staff 
persons who met selected criteria. Fifty-one programs were found to meet 
the criteria from which the sample consisting of two groups were 
selected. One group consisted of all agricultural teacher education 
program leaders from the 51 chosen institutions and the second group 
consisted of one staff member from each of these institutions. 
Data were collected from all 102 or 100 percent of the sample. 
However, one institution was found not to meet the criteria, therefore, 
resulting in 100 usable responses. 
The instruments were composed of two parts. Part one determined 
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the level of importance and the level of implementation of five management 
functions including: planning, organizing, staffing, directing, and 
controlling. Each of these functions contained four management activities 
for a total of 20 items rated using a nine-point Likert-type rating scale. 
The first section also determined the rankings of the five management 
functions, as well as, ten more specific management activities. Part two 
determined basic demographic information about the population of pro­
gram leaders, staff, their agricultural teacher education programs, and 
their institutions. 
The analysis of data Involved several statistical procedures 
including frequencies, percentages, means and standard deviations. Since 
the data were obtained from the population of agricultural teacher 
education programs meeting the selected criteria, there was no need to 
analyze the data using inferential statistics. However, paired t-tests 
and one-way analysis of variance tests were made as a means for the 
researcher to discuss the differences among the population, as well as 
to provide inferences for a future population. 
Summary of Findings 
The findings of this study are reported in three major sections 
and further divided into subsections as follows: 
1. Demographic Characteristics of the Sample. 
a. Characteristics of the institutions and the agricultural 
teacher education programs. 
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b. Characteristics of the agricultural teacher education pro­
gram leaders. 
c. Characteristics of the agricultural teacher education pro­
gram staff. 
2. Importance and Implementation of management functions and 
activities. 
3. Rank order of management functions and activities. 
Demographic characteristics of the sample 
Characteristics of the institutions and agricultural teacher educa­
tion programs 
1. Institution size ranged from 3,592 to 62,790 with a mean enroll­
ment of 20,274 students. 
2. The majority, 32 or 65.3 percent, of the institutions were 
classified as 1862 land grant institutions. 
3. The largest percentage, 34 or 69.4 percent, of the institutions 
were organized on the semester system. 
4. Over one-half, 27 or 54.0 percent, of the agricultural teacher 
education programs were organized as a department within a 
college. 
5. Nearly three-fourths, 37 or 74.0 percent, of the agricultural 
teacher education program leaders preferred their agricultyral 
education program to be organized as a department within a 
college. 
6. The majority, 36 or 72 percent, of the agricultural teacher 
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education programs were titled agricultural education. 
7. Thirty or 60 percent of the agricultural teacher education 
program leaders preferred their program to be named agricul­
tural education. 
8. The largest percentage, 23 or 46.9 percent, of the agricultural 
teacher education programs were administered solely through 
the college or school of agriculture. 
9. Over one-half, 28 or 56.0 percent of the agricultural teacher 
education program leaders preferred their programs to be solely 
administered through the college of agriculture. 
10. Ten or 20 percent of the agricultural teacher education programs 
had been administered differently within the last ten years. 
11. Three or six percent of the agricultural teacher education pro­
grams were currently considering a change in college or school 
administration. 
12. All 50, or 100 percent of the agricultural education programs 
offered a Bachelor of Science degree in agricultural education. 
13. Over three-fourths, 43 or 86 percent, offered a Master's Degree, 
requiring a thesis. 
14. Forty-six, or 92 percent of the agricultural education programs 
offered a non-thesis Master's degree. 
15. Over one-third, 18 or 36 percent offered an Education Specialist 
degree. 
16. Seventeen, or 34 percent offered a Doctor of Education degree. 
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17. Sixteen, or 32 percent offered a Doctor of Philosophy degree. 
18. The number of agricultural education undergraduate primary 
major students ranged from zero to 202, with a mean of 86.58 
students. 
19. The number of undergraduate secondary major students ranged 
from zero to 67, with a mean of 9.88 students. 
20. The number of on-campus. Master's degree students ranged from 
zero to 32, with a mean of 8.50 students. 
21. The number of off-campus. Master's degree students ranged from 
zero to 257, with a mean of 30.44. 
22. The number of Education Specialist degree students ranged 
from zero to 98, with a mean of 2.67 students. 
23. The number of Doctor of Philosophy students ranged from zero to 
29, with a mean of 4.04. 
24. The mean number of undergraduate semester credits offered in 
agricultural education, excluding special topics and seminars, 
was 18.6 and the range was from zero to 46 semester credits. 
25. The number of graduate semester credits, offered in agricultural 
education, excluding special topics, seminars, and thesis and 
dissertation research, ranged from zero to 69, with a mean of 
19.7 semester credits. 
26. The number of staff persons, titled professor, associate 
professor, assistant professor and instructor, ranged from 
three to 18, with a mean of 4.90 persons. 
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27. The PTEs for those persons titled professor, associate 
professor, assistant professor and instructor, ranged from 
1.25 to 16.00, with a mean of 4,09 PTEs. 
28. The number of graduate students, titled graduate research 
assistant, graduate teaching assistant, fellow or other, 
ranged from zero to 21, with a mean of 3,12 persons. 
29. The PTEs for those persons titled graduate research assistant, 
graduate teaching assistant, fellow or other, ranged from zero 
to 12.00, with a mean of 1.79 PTEs. 
Characteristics of the agricultural teacher education program 
leaders 
1. The largest percentage, 24 or 48 percent, of the agricultural 
teacher education leaders were titled department head. 
2. The agricultural education program leaders having been employed 
in their current position a mean of 7.2 years, with a range 
from one to 24 years. 
3. The program leaders had been employed as an agricultural teacher 
educator, but not as a program leader, in their current institu­
tion a mean of 5.20 years, ranging from zero to 19 years. 
4. The agricultural teacher education program leaders had a mean 
of 7.36 years of high school vocational agriculture teaching 
experience, including a range from two to 22 years of teaching. 
5. Over one-half, 29 or 58 percent of the program leaders were 
currently employed In the state where they had obtained their 
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high school teaching or other professional experience. 
6, Only 12, or 24 percent of the program leaders were currently 
employed in the same institution where they had obtained their 
highest academic degree. 
Characteristics of the agricultural teacher education program staff 
1. The staff respondents included 19 or 39.6 percent professors, 
16 or 33.3 percent associate professors, and 13 or 27.1 percent 
assistant professors. 
2. The largest percentage, 30 or 62.5 percent, of the staff had 
100 percent of their time budgeted for agricultural education, 
3. The mean percentage of the staffs' budgeted time in agricul­
tural education assigned to teaching, was 62.30 percent; to 
research, was 14.68 percent; and to service, was 21.32 percent. 
4. The agricultural education staff had been employed in their 
current position a mean of 9.35 years, with a range from one 
to 30 years. 
5. The staff had a mean of 7.35 years of high school vocational 
agriculture teaching experience, ranging from zero to 25 years. 
6. Over one-half, 26 or 54.2 percent of the program staff were 
currently employed in the state where they had obtained their 
high school teaching or other professional experience. 
7. Only eight or 16.7 percent of the staff were currently employed 
In the same institution where they had obtained their highest 
academic degree. 
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Importance and implementation of management functions and activities 
1. None of the mean ratings of the level of importance of the 
managment functions were significantly different at the ,05 
level, when the program leaders' perceptions were compared with 
the staffs' perceptions, 
2, The level of implementation of the management functions of 
staffing, directing, and controlling as well as the total 
management rating, were rated significantly lower at the ,05 
level by the program staff. 
3, None of the mean ratings of the level of importance of the 20 
management activities were significantly different at the .05 
leyel, when the program leaders' perceptions were compared with 
the program staffs' perceptions. 
4. The mean ratings for eight of the 20 management activities were 
significantly rated lower at the .05 level by program staff 
when their level of implementation as perceived by program 
leaders were compared to the perceptions of the program staff. 
The eight management activities included: prepare the program 
budget, define responsibilities and authority of staff, acquaint 
new persons with institution and program, supervise staff in 
performing new tasks, plan ways for staff to develop profes­
sionally, resolve differences among staff, develop evaluation 
criteria or standards, and revise program plans based on 
evaluation. 
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5. The F-ratio for four management functions, planning, organ­
izing, staffing, and directing, and for the total were 
siginficant at the .05 level when the level of importance of 
the management functions as rated by program leaders were 
compared with the type of program organization. The mean 
ratings for all five categories were significantly higher for 
leaders whose programs were organized as departments within a 
college, than for those that were a division within a section, 
a section within a department, a program within a department 
or other. 
6. The F-ratio for the implementation of the two management func­
tions, organizing and directing, were significantly rated 
higher at the .05 level by leaders whose programs were organized 
as departments within a college. 
7. None of the mean ratings for the level of importance or the 
level of implementation of the management functions as per­
ceived by staff were significant at the .05 level when compared 
with program organization. 
8. When the level of implementation and the level of importance of 
management functions as rated by program leaders and staff 
were compared with college administration, the mean ratings for 
three functions and the total were significant at the .05 level. 
The mean ratings for the level of implementation for the 
functions, planning, directing, controlling, and the total were 
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rated significantly higher by staff whose programs were solely 
or partially administered through the college of agriculture 
than by those staff whose programs were solely or partially 
administered through the college of education. 
9. When the level of Importance of management functions as per­
ceived by leaders and as perceived by staff were compared with 
institution classification, the mean ratings for two functions, 
organizing and controlling were found to be significantly 
different at the .05 level. The mean ratings for both functions 
were rated higher by leaders in land grant (1862) institutions 
than by those in state schools. 
10. The mean ratings for the level of Importance of the controlling 
function were significantly rated higher by staff who were in 
land grant (1862) institutions than by those staff in state 
schools. 
11. None of the mean ratings for the level of implementation of the 
management functions as perceived by program leaders or as 
perceived by program staff when compared to Institution classi­
fication were found to be significantly different at the .05 
level. 
12. None of the F-ratlos for the management functions were signifi­
cant at the .05 level whether the level of Importance or the 
level of implementation as rated by program leaders or as 
rated by program staff were compared with institution enrollment. 
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13, Only the mean rating of the level of Importance of the function 
staffing was found to be significantly different at the ,05 
level when either the level of importance or the level of 
implementation as rated by leaders or as rated by staff were 
compared with the number of undergraduate agricultural education 
primary major students. The mean rating of the level of impor­
tance of staffing was rated significantly higher by staff with 
61 to 120 undergraduate primary major students than by those 
staff with 60 or fewer primary major students. 
14, None of the F-ratlos for the level of importance of the manage­
ment functions were significant at the .05 level as rated by 
program leaders or as rated by program staff when compared with 
the number of on-campus Master's degree students. 
15, The mean ratings of the level of implementation of the manage­
ment function staffing as perceived by leaders were signifi­
cantly different at the .05 level when compared with the number 
of on-campus Master's degree students. The Scheffe test showed 
this difference at the .10 level, where the leaders with four 
to ten or 11 to 32 on-campus Master's degree students rated 
the level of implementation higher than did those leaders with 
zero to three on-campus Master's degree students 
16, None of the F-ratlos for the level of importance of the manage­
ment functions were significant at the .05 level as rated by 
program leaders or as rated by program staff when compared with 
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the number of doctoral students. 
17. The mean ratings for the function planning and the total 
functions were rated significantly higher at the .05 level 
when the level of Implementation of functions as rated by 
leaders were compared with the number of doctoral students. 
The Scheffe"test showed the mean ratings from the planning 
functions significantly different at the .05 level; but the 
mean ratings for the total, significantly different at the 
,10 level. In both cases leaders with eight to 29 doctoral 
students rated these means significantly higher than did those 
leaders with one to five doctoral students. 
18. None of the F-ratlos for the function were rated significantly 
different at the .05 level when the level of implementation 
of functions as rated by staff were compared with the number 
of doctoral students. 
19. The mean rating of the function staffing was the only mean 
rating significantly different at the .05 level when, the level 
of importance or the level of implementation as perceived by 
leaders or as perceived by staff were compared with the number 
of staff persons. Those leaders with six to 18 staff perceived 
staffing to be implemented significantly higher at the .05 level 
than did those leaders with only three staff persons. 
20. When the level of importance and the level of implementation 
of management functions as rated by leaders and staff were 
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compared with the leaders' title, three mean ratings were 
found to be significantly different at the .05 level where 
staff whose leaders were department heads rated the level of 
importance of organizing higher than did those staff whose 
leaders had titles of division chairperson, program leader, 
section leader,or other (group 3). The Scheffe test showed 
the mean ratings of the level of importance of controlling and 
the total to be significantly different at the ,10 level, 
where staff whose leaders were department heads rated the level 
of importance of controlling higher than did those staff whose 
leaders-had any other titles (groups 2 and 3). The staff 
whose leaders were department heads also rated the total higher 
than those in group 3. 
21, None of the F-ratios were significant at the ,05 level when the 
level of importance or the level of implementation as rated by 
leaders or as rated by staff were compared with the staffs' 
title. 
22. The mean ratings of the level of importance of the planning 
functions were rated significantly higher by both staff whose 
leaders had been employed in their current postion from one to 
three and from four to eight years, as compared to those staff 
whose leaders had been employed in their current position nine 
to 24 years. No other mean ratings were significant at the 
.05 level when the level of importance or the level of 
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implementation as rated by leaders or as rated by staff were 
compared with the length of the leaders' current appointments. 
23. Program leaders with five to nine years of high school voca­
tional agricultual teaching experience rated the level of 
importance of the total mean rating higher than did those 
leaders who had one to four years of vocational agriculture 
teaching experience. 
24. The mean ratings for the functions of planning, controlling and 
the total were significant at the .05 level where the level 
of implementation of functions as rated by leaders were compared 
with the number of years they had taught vocational agriculture. 
The Scheffe test found the leaders with five to nine years of 
vocational agriculture teaching experience to rate significantly 
at the .05 level, the mean ratings of planning higher than did 
those leaders with one to four years of teaching experience. 
The Scheffe test showed the difference to exist at the .10 level 
for the mean ratings of controlling and total, where leaders 
with five to nine years teaching experience had a higher mean 
rating for the implementation of controlling, than did those 
leaders with ten to 32 years teaching experience; and the 
leaders with five to nine years teaching experience had a higher 
mean rating for implementing the total than did those leaders 
with one to four years vocational agriculture teaching experience. 
25. None of the F-ratlos were significant at the .05 level when the 
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level of importance or the level of implementation as rated by 
staff were compared with the number of years the staff had 
taught high school vocational agriculture. 
Rank order of management functions and activities 
1. Programs leaders and staff ranked the functions of planning and 
staffing higher than the functions of organizing, directing or 
controlling, 
2. Programs leaders and staff generally ranked the management 
activities of planning program goals, objectives and policies 
annually, and securing support for planned program highest, 
3. The management activities of organizing and using a program 
advisory committee and instructing new persons about policies 
and procedures were generally ranked lowest by both program 
leaders and program staff. 
Conclusions 
From this study it was concluded that: 
1, The agricultural teacher education program leaders and staff 
agreed that the industry and business management functions of 
planning, organizing, staffing, directing, and controlling were 
important to the management of agricultural teacher education 
programs. 
2, The agricultural teacher education program leaders and staff 
agreed that the management functions and activities found in 
industry and business were being Implemented in the management 
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of agricultural teacher education programs. 
The agricultural education program leaders and staff agreed 
that all five management functions and the 20 management 
activities were of somewhat high importance in managing an 
agricultural teacher education program. 
The agricultural education program leaders believed that the 
management functions of staffing, directing, and controlling, 
and management activities in all five functional areas, were 
Implemented at a higher level in their agricultural teacher 
education programs than did the staff respondents. 
A significant relationship was observed between the leaders' 
perceived Importance of the management functions and program 
organization, institutional classification, years of high 
school vocational agriculture teaching. 
A significant relationship was observed between the staffs' 
perceived Importance of the management functions and institu­
tional classification, number of agricultural education under­
graduate primary major students, leaders' title, and length 
of leaders' appointment. 
A significant relationship was observed between the leaders' 
perceived Implementation of the management functions and 
program organization, the number of on-campus Master's degree 
students, the number of doctoral students, the number of staff 
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persons, and the years of high school vocational agriculture 
teaching. 
8. A significant relationship was observed between the staffs' 
perceived implementation of the management functions and the 
type of college administration. 
9. Both the agricultural teacher education program leaders and 
staff generally agreed the functions of planning and staffing 
were the most important functions. 
10, Both the agricultural teacher education program leaders and 
staff agreed that planning program goals, objectives and 
policies, and securing support for planned programs were of 
more importance than the management activities of organizing 
and using an advisory committee and instructing new persons 
about policies and procedures. 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations are made for further research: 
1. Further studies should be conducted on the methods and means to 
perform the functions and activities of management in agricul­
tural teacher education. 
2. Further studies should be conducted, concentrating on the 
individual functions, such as planning, staffing, etc. 
3. Further studies should be conducted to determine the perceptions 
of higher administrators, such as deans, of the importance and 
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Implementation of the management functions and activities in 
agricultural teacher education programs, 
4. Research is needed to determine the duties performed and thus 
the competencies needed by program leaders in agricultural 
teacher education, 
5, Research should be conducted on the level of involvement of 
staff in making management decisions in agricultural teacher 
education programs. 
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IN THIS STUDY 
NORTH DAKOTA 
ÎMINNESOTA 
WISCONSlîT-y^  
IOWA 
13 
; KANSAS 
r^%!c6—— 
i trâlir" 30 .._ OKLAHOMA ARKANSAS 
23 
28 
..r-
^^ ISIANA* 42 
ijissiMiwr, ALASKA 
39 CLEARTYPE 
MM( Mi OM 
STATE OUTLINE 
UNITED STATES HAWAII 
43 
,V. •y 
00 
VJ 
188 
1. Auburn University, Auburn, AL 
2. Alabama A&M University, Normal, AL 
3. University of Arizona, Tuscon, AZ 
4. University of Arkansas, Fayetteville, AK 
5. California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, OA 
6. California State University, Fresno, CA 
7. Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO 
8. University of Florida, Gainesville, FL 
9. University of Georgia, Athens, GA 
10. University of Idaho, Moscow, ID 
11. Southern Illinois University, Carbondale, IL 
12. Illinois State University, Normal, IL 
13. Western Illinois University, Macomb, IL 
14. Purdue University, West LaFayette, IN 
15. Iowa State University, Ames, lA 
16. Kansas State University, Manhattan, KA 
17. University of Kentucky, Lexington, KY 
18. Western Kentucky University, Bowling Green, KY 
19. Louisana State University, Baton Rouge, LA 
20. University of Maryland, College Park, MD 
21. Michigan State University, East Lansing, Ml 
22. University of Minnesota, St. Paul, MN 
23. Mississippi State University, Mississippi State, MS 
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24. University of Missouri, Columbia, MO 
25. Montana State University, Bozeman, MT 
26. University of Nebraska, Lincoln, NE 
27. Rutgers University, New Brunswick, NJ 
28. New Mexico State University, Las Cruces, NM 
29. Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 
30. North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC 
31. North Carolina Ag. and Tech State University, Greensboro, NC 
32. North Dakota State University, Fargo, ND 
33. The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 
34. Oklahoma State University, Stillwater, OK 
35. Oregon State University, Corvallls, OR 
36. The Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA 
37. Clemson University, Clemson, SC 
38. University of Tennessee, Knoxvllle, TN 
39. Texas A&M University, College Station, TX 
40. East Texas State University, Commerce, TX 
41. Sam Houston State University, Huntsvllle, TX 
42. Tarleton State University, Stephenville, TX 
43. Texas Tech University, Lubbock, TX 
44. Utah State University, Salt Lake City, UT 
45. University of Vermont, Burlington, VT 
46. Virginia Polytechnic Inst, and State University, Blacksburg, VA 
47. Virginia State College, Petersburg, VA 
48. Washington State University, Pullman, WA 
49. University of Wisconsin, Plattevllle, WI 
50. University of Wisconsin, River Falls, WI 
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APPENDIX B; COVER LETTER TO ACCOMPANY INSTRUMENT SENT TO AGRICULTURAL 
TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM LEADERS 
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of Science and Technoio. Ames, Iowa SOOlO 
Department of Agricultural Education 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
October 29, 1980 
The Agricultural Education Department at Iowa State University 
Is conducting a national study of management activities 
Implemented In Agricultural Education programs. We need your 
Input as an Agricultural Education leader because you are the 
person most directly Involved with the management activities 
conducted In your program. 
We hope you will voluntarily complete and return the enclosed 
questionnaire In the stamped, self-addressed envelope by 
November 12, 1980. You can be assured that your responses 
will be kept confidential. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
Respectfully yours. 
Susan F. Moore 
Graduate Assistant 
Agricultural Education 
David L. Williams 
Professor 
Agricultural Education 
SFM:DLW/glg 
enclosure 
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APPENDIX C; COVER LETTER TO ACCOMPANY INSTRUMENT SENT TO AGRICULTURAL 
TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM STAFF 
of Science and Technolo. ts, Iowa SOOlO 
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Department of Agricultural Education 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294.5872 
October 29, 1980 
The Agricultural Education Department at Iowa State University 
Is conducting a national study of management activities 
Implemented In Agricultural Education programs. We need your 
Input as an Agricultural Educator because of your knowledge 
about the operation of Agricultural Education programs at the 
college or university level. 
We hope you will voluntarily complete and return the enclosed 
questionnaire In the stamped, self-addressed envelope by 
November 12, 1980. You can be assured that your responses 
will be kept confidential. 
Thai^  you for your cooperation. 
Respectfully yours. 
Susan F.- Moore 
Graduate Assistant 
Agricultural Education 
David L. Williams 
Professor 
Agricultural Education 
SFM;DLW/glg 
enclosure 
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APPENDIX D; INSTRUMENT SENT TO AGRICULTURAL TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM 
LEADERS 
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SURVEY OF AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES For Office 
Use Only 
PART I 
Instructions: 
1 
4 
LOW 
In the Level of Importance column, indicate how important you feel the 
implementation of the item is in managing an Agricultural Education (Ag. Ed.) 
program. In the Level of Implementation column, indicate the extent you 
feel the item is currently being implemented within your Ag. Ed. program. 
For both columns please use the following scale for each item. 
5 6 7 8 9 3 
-h 
4 
-h -h -h -h -h 
SOMEWHAT LOW AVERAGE SOMEWHAT HIGH HIGH 
LEVEL OF LEVEL OF 
ITEM IMPORTANCE IMPLEMENTATION 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  *  *  * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Example: Manage budget. 6 8 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Planning 
1. Develop long range program goals. 
2. Establish program objectives. . 
3. Formulate written program policies. 
4. Prepare the program budget. 
Organizing 
5. Establish an organizational structure for program. 
6. Define responsibilities and authority of staff. 
7. Develop descriptions for positions. 
8. Establish qualifications for positions. 
Staffing 
9. Select qualified persons for available positions. 
10. Acquaint new persons with Institution and program. 
11. Supervise staff in performing new tasks. • 
12. Plan ways for staff to develop professionally. 
Directing 
13. Coordinate departmental activities. 
14. Motivate staff. 
15. Resolve differences among staff. 
16. Encourage creative efforts. 
Controlling 
17. Develop evaluation criteria or standards. 
18. Assess progress toward program objectives. __________ 
19. Evaluate staff performance. 
20. Revise program plans based on evaluation. 
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PART II 
Instructions: Please rank from 1-5 the following functions as to what you perceive 
the order of importance is in managing the total Ag. Ed. program. 
One (1) would indicate a function which you perceive to be of most 
importance in terms of the overall management of an Ag. Ed. program 
and five (5) a function which you perceive to be of least importance 
in terms of the overall management of an Ag. Ed. program. Use a 
rank (1, 2, 3, 4 or 5) only once. 
FUNCTION 
1. Planning 
2. Organizing 
3. Staffing 
4. Directing 
5. Controlling 
RANK ORDER 
PART 111 
Instructions; 
ACTIVITY 
Please rank from 1-10 the following activities as to what you perceive 
the order of importance is in managing the total Ag. Ed. program. One 
(1) would indicate an activity which you perceive to be of most 
importance in terms of managing an Ag. Ed. program, and ten (10) an 
activity which you perceive to be of least importance in terms of 
managing an Ag. Ed. program. Use a rank (1, 2, 3 ... or 10) only once. 
1. Organize and use a program advisory committee. 
2. Plan program goals, objectives and policies annually. 
3. Secure support for planned programs. 
4. Coordinate assignments to compliment staff expertise. 
5. Instruct new persons about policies and procedures. 
6. Conduct regular staff meetings. 
7. Inform staff of program activities and new developments. 
8. Provide an environment for creative efforts by staff. 
9. Develop a plan for staff improvement. 
10. Recognize staff achievements. 
RANK ORDER 
PART IV 
Instructions: 
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Please provide the information requested about Ag. Ed. in your 
institution by responding to the following questions. 
1. How Is your Ag. Ed. program organized? 
(check one) 
1. Department within a college 
_ 2. Division within a department 
3. Section within a department 
4. Program within a department 
_ 5. Other (please specify) 
2. If you had a choice, how would you prefer 
your Ag. Ed. program be organized? (check 
one) 
1. Department within a college 
2. Division within a department 
3. Section within a department 
4. Program within a department 
5. Other (please specify) 
3. What is the name of your Ag. Ed. program? 
(check one) 
1. Agricultural Education 
5. Through what college or school is Ag. 
Ed. primarily administered? (check one) 
1. Agriculture only 
2. Education only 
3. Extension Education only 
4. Agriculture, but staff have joint 
appointments in Education 
5. Education, but staff have joint 
appointments in Agriculture 
6. Extension Education, but staff 
have joint appointments in other 
college(s) 
7. Other (please specify) 
6. Within the past ten years, has Ag. Ed. 
been administered differently than 
Indicated in item 5? 
1. No 
2. Yes (please specify college or 
school previously administered 
through) 
2. Agricultural 6 Extension Education ^   ^^ currently considering a change 
3. Vocational Agriculture Education 
4. Other (please specify) 
in college or school affiliation? 
1. No 
2. Yes (please specify change) 
4. If you had a choice, what would you prefer 
your Ag. Ed. program be named? (check 
one) 
1. Agricultural Education 
2. Agricultural & Extension Education 
3. Vocational Agriculture Education 
4. Other (please specify) 
8. If you had a choice, through which college 
or school would you prefer your Ag. Ed. 
program to be primarily administered? 
1. Agriculture only 
2. Education only 
3. Extension Education only 
4. Agriculture, but staff have joint 
appointments in Education 
5. Education, but staff have joint 
appointments in Agriculture 
6. Extension Education, but staff 
have joint appointments in other 
college(s) 
7. Other (please specify) 
198 
9. What is the total enrollment (head 
count) of your institution for Fall 
1980? 
10. How is the academic year at your 
institution organized? 
1. Quarters 
2. Semesters 
11. How is your institution classified? 
(check one) 
1. Land Grant Institution (1862) 
2. Land Grant Institution (1890) 
3. Normal School or Teacher's 
College 
4. State School 
5. Other (please specify) 
12. What degree(s) are offered for Ag. Ed. 
majors? (check all that apply) 
1. B.S. 
2. Masters (thesis) 
3. Masters (non-thesis) 
4. Ed. Specialist 
5. Ed.D. in 
please specify 
6. Ph.D. in 
please specify 
13. How many students were enrolled in Ag. 
Ed. at the beginning of the 1980-81 
academic year? (If program is avail­
able, but no students are enrolled, 
indicate with a zero. If program is 
not available, Indicate with NA.) 
Female Male Total 
1. Undergraduate 
primary major 
2. Undergraduate 
secondary major 
3. Masters, on 
campus 
_____ 4. Masters, off 
campus 
5. Ed. Specialist 
6. Doctoral 
14. How many Ag. Ed. undergraduate credits 
are listed in your current catalog, 
excluding special topics and seminars? 
15. How many Ag. Ed. graduate credits are 
listed in your current catalog, excluding 
special topics, seminars, and thesis and 
dissertation research? (If none, 
indicate with a zero.) 
16. Identify the number of persons and PTE's 
of the following rank devoted to Ag. 
Ed. for the 1980-81 academic year. (If 
none. Indicate with a zero.) 
Number PTE's 
1. Professor 
2. Associate Professor 
3. Assistant Professor 
4. Instructor 
TOTAL 
17. Identify the number of Ag. Ed. persons 
and PTE's filling positions with the 
following titles for the 1980-81 
academic year. (If none, indicate with 
a zero.) 
Number PTE's 
1. Graduate research 
assistant 
2. Graduate teaching 
assistant 
3. Pellow 
4. Other (please specify) 
TOTAL 
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PART V 
Instructions: Please provide the information requested about your position as Ag. 
Ed. leader, by responding to the following questions. 
1. What is your title? 
1. Department head 
2. Department chairperson 
3. Division chairperson 
4. Program leader 
5. Section leader 
6. Other (please specify) 
2. What is the length (in years) of your current appointment in the position 
indicated above? 
3. How many years, including this year, of full time employment in each of the 
following occupational areas do you have? (If you have no years of experience 
in an area, indicate with a zero.) 
1. Vocational agriculture teacher 
2. Extension service 
3. Ag. Ed. leader at current institution 
4. Ag. Ed. leader at another institution 
5. Agricultural teacher educator at current Institution, but not as Ag. 
leader 
6. Agricultural teacher educator at other institution(s), but not as Ag. 
Ed. leader 
7. Leader of another department at current institution 
8. Agricultural business or industry 
9. Farming 
10. Military service 
11. Other (please specify) . 
4. Is your present position in a state where you obtained your high school 
teaching or other professional experience? 
1. No 
2. Yes 
5. Is your present position in the institution where you obtained your highest academic 
degree? 
1. No 
2. Yes 
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APPENDIX E: INSTRUMENT SENT TO AGRICULTURAL TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM 
STAFF 
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SURVEY OF AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES For Office 
Use Only 
PART 1 
Instructions: 
1 
h 
LOW 
In the Level of Importance column, indicate how Important you feel the 
implementation of the item is in managing an Agricultural Education.(Ag. Ed.) 
program. In the Level of Implementation column, indicate the extent you 
feel the item is currently being Implemented within your Ag. Ed. program. 
For both columns please use the following scale for each item. 
2 
-h 
3 
V-
4 
-h 
5 
-h 
6 
-h 
7 
-h 
8 
-h 
9 
SOMEWHAT LOW AVERAGE SOMEWHAT HIGH HIGH 
LEVEL OF LEVEL OF 
ITEM IMPORTANCE IMPLEMENTATION 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Example: Manage budget. 6 • 8 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Planning 
1. Develop long range program goals. 
2. Establish program objectives. 
3. Formulate written program policies. 
4. Prepare the program budget. 
Organizing 
5. Establish an organizational structure for program. 
6. Define responsibilities and authority of staff. 
7. Develop descriptions for positions. 
8. Establish qualifications for positions. 
Staffing 
9. Select qualified persons for available positions. 
10. Acquaint new persons with Institution and program. 
11. Supervise staff In performing new tasks. 
.12. Plan ways for staff to develop professionally. 
Directing 
13. Coordinate departmental activities. 
14. Motivate staff. 
15. Resolve differences among staff. 
16. Encourage creative efforts. 
Controlling 
17. Develop evaluation criteria or standards. 
18. Assess progress toward program objectives. 
19. Evaluate staff performance. 
20. Revise program plans based on evaluation. 
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PART II 
Instructions: Please rank from 1-5 the following functions as to what you perceive 
the order of importance is in managing the total Ag. Ed. program. 
One (1) would indicate a function which you perceive to be of most 
importance in terms of the overall management of an Ag. Ed. program 
and five (5) a function which you perceive to be of least importance 
in terms of the overall management of an Ag. Ed. program. Use a 
rank (1, 2, 3, 4 or 5) only once. 
FUNCTION 
1. Planning 
2. Organizing 
3. Staffing 
4. Directing 
5. Controlling 
RANK ORDER 
PART III 
Instructions; 
ACTIVITY 
Please rank from 1-10 the following activities as to what you perceive 
the order of importance is in managing the total Ag. Ed. program. One 
(1) would indicate an activity which you perceive to be of most 
importance in terms of managing an Ag. Ed. program, and ten (10) an 
activity which you perceive to be of least Importance in terms of 
Use a rank (1, 2, 3 . managing an Ag. Ed. program. or 10) only once. 
RANK ORDER 
1. Organize and use a program advisory committee. 
2. Plan program goals, objectives and policies annually. 
3. Secure support for planned programs. 
4. Coordinate assignments to compliment staff expertise. 
5. Instruct new persons about policies and procedures. 
6. Conduct regular staff meetings. 
7. Inform staff of program activities and new developments. 
8. Provide an environment for creative efforts by staff. 
9. Develop a plan for staff improvement. 
10. Recognize staff achievements. 
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PART IV 
Instructions: Please provide the Information requested about your position by 
responding to the following questions. 
1. What is your title? 
1. Assistant Professor 
2. Associate Professor 
3. Professor 
4. Other (please specify) • 
2. What percentage of your time is budgeted for Ag. Ed.? % 
3. How is the percentage of time identified in question #2 divided among the 
following functions : 
% 1. Teaching (include advising) 
% 2. Research 
% 3. Service 
4. How many years, including this year, of full time employment in each of the 
following occupational areas do you have? (If you have no years of experience 
in an area, Indicate with a zero.) 
1. Vocational agriculture teacher 
2. Extension service 
3. Agricultural teacher educator at current institution 
4. Agricultural teacher educator at other InstitutionCs) 
5. Agricultural business or Industry 
6. Farming 
7. Military service 
8. Other (please specify) 
5. Is your present position in a state where you obtained high school teaching 
or other professional experience? 
1. No 
2. Yes 
6. Is your present position in the institution where you obtained your highest academic 
degree? 
1. No 
2. Yes 
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APPENDIX F; FOLLOW-UP LETTER SENT TO BOTH AGRICULTURAL TEACHER 
EDUCATION PROGRAM LEADERS AND STAFF 
205 
loWfl StfltC UyilVCrSltlJ of Sdmu and Technology [jjjlg Ames, Iowa 50010 
Department of Agricultural Education 
223 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-5872 
November 13, 1980 
The Agricultural Education Department at Iowa State University 
recently mailed you a questionnaire about management activities 
implemented in Agricultural Teacher Education programs. As of 
this date, we have not received a response from you. We realize 
that you have a very busy schedule, especially this time of the 
year, however, your input is very Important to the results of 
this study. Therefore, would you please take a few minutes to 
complete this questionnaire and return it to us as soon as pos­
sible. Another copy of the questionnaire has been enclosed 
with this letter as well as a stamped, self-addressed envelope. 
If you have already mailed us the questionnaire, please dis­
regard this request as it has probably arrived by now. 
Again, your help is appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Susan F. Moore 
Graduate Assistant 
Agricultural Education 
David L. Williams 
Professor 
Agricultural Education 
SFM/DLW;blv 
Enclosure 
